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AN 

APOLOGY 

FOR  THE 

BIBLE. 


LETTER  I. 


S  I  R, 

I  HAVE  lately  met  with  a  hook  of  yourV, 
entitled — The  Age  of  Reason,  part  the 
fecond,  being  an  inyeftigation  of  true  and  of  fa¬ 
bulous  theology; — and  I  think  it  not  inco’nfiftent 
with  my  ftation,  and  the  duty  I  owe  to  focietv, 
to  trouble  you  and  the  world  with  fome  obferva- 
tions  on  fo  extraordinary  a  performance.  Ex¬ 
traordinary  I  efteem  it;  not  from  any  novelty  in 
the  objections  which  you  have  produced  againfh 
revealed  religion,  (for  I  find  little  or  no  novelty 
in  them)  but  from  the  zeal  with  which  you  la¬ 
bour  to  difieminate  your  opinions,  and  from  the 
confidence  with  which  you  efteem  them  true. — 
You  perceive,  by  this,  that  I  give  you  credit  for 
your  fincerity,  how  much  foever  I  may  queftion 
your  wifdom,  in  writing  in  fuch  a  manner  on 
fuch  a  fubjeCt ;  and  I  have  no  reluCtance  in  ac- 
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knowledging,  that  you  poffefs  a  confiderablcr 
fhare  of  energy  of  language,  and  acutenefs  of 
invefligation ;  though  I  muff  be  allowed  to  la¬ 
ment,  that  thefe  talents  have  not  been  applied  in 
a  manner  more  ufeful  to  human  kind,  and  more 
creditable  to  yourfelf. 

I  begin  with  your  preface.  You  therein  ftate, 
that  you  had  long  had  an  intention  of  publifhing 
your  thoughts  upon  religion,  but  that  you  had 
originally  referved  it  to  a  later  period  in  life. — 
I  hope  there  is  no  want  of  charity  in  faying,  that 
it  would  have  been  fortunate  for  the  chriftian 
world,  had  your  life  been  terminated  before  you 
had  fulfilled  your  intention.  In  accompliiliing 
your  purpofe,  you  will  have  unfettled  the  faith 
of  thoufands  ;  rooted  from  the  minds  of  the  un¬ 
happy  virtuous  all  their  comfortable  aflurance 
of  a  future  recompence ;  have  annihilated,  in  the 
minds  of  the  flagitious,  all  their  fears  of  future 
punifhment; — you  will  have  given  the  reins  to 
the  domination  of  every  paflion,  and  have  thereby 
contributed  to  the  introdudtion  of  the  public  in- 
iecurity,  and  of  the  private  unhappinefs,  ufually 
and  almoft  neceffarily  accompanying  a  ftate  of 
corrupted  morals. 

No  one  can  think  worfe  of  confeffion  to  a 
prieft,  and  fubfequent  abfolution,  as  pra£Iifed  in 
the  church  of  Rome,  than  I  do:  but  I  cannot, 
with  you,  attribute  the  guillotine-mafTacres  to 
that  caufe.  Men’s  minds  were  not  prepared,  as 
you  fuppofe,  for  the  commiffion  of  all  manner 
of  crimes,  by  any  dodtrines  of  the  church  of 
Rom©;  corrupted  as  I  efteem  it;  but  by  their  not 
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thoroughly  believing  even  that  religion.  What 
may  not  fociety  expeCt  from  thofe  who  fhall  im¬ 
bibe  the  principles  of  your  book? 

A  fever,  which  you  and  thofe  about  you  ex¬ 
pected  would  prove  mortal,  made  you  remember, 
with  renewed  fatisfa&ion,  that  you  had  written 
the  former  part  of  your  Age  of  Reafon — and 
you  know  therefore,  you  fay,  by  experience,  the 
confcientious  trial  of  your  own  principles.  I 
admit  this  declaration  to  be  a  proof  of  the  fince- 
ritv  of  your  perfuaiion;  but  I  cannot  admit  it 
to  be  any  proof  of  the  truth  of  your  principles. 
What  is  conscience  ?  Is  it,  as  has  been  thought, 
an  internal  monitor  implanted  in  us  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Being,  and  didating  to  us,  on  all  occa¬ 
sions,  what  is  right  or  wrong  ?  Or  is  it  merely 
our  own  judgment  of  the  moral  reClitude  or  tur¬ 
pitude  of  our  own  aCtions?  I  take  the  word 
(with  Mr.  Locke)  in  the  latter,  as  in  the  only 
intelligible  fenfe.  Now,  who  fees  not  that  our 
judgments  of  virtue  and  vice,  right  and  wrong, 
are  not  always  formed  from  an  enlightened  and 
difpaihonate  ufe  of  our  reafon,  in  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  truth?  They  are  more  generally  formed 
from  the  nature  of  the  religion  we  profefs ;  from 
the  quality  of  the  civil  government  under  which 
we  live ;  from  the  general  manners  of  the  age,  or 
the  particular  manners  of  the  perfons  with  whom 
we  affociate  ;  from  the  education  we  have  had  in 
our  youth ;  from  the  books  we  have  read  at  a 
more  advanced  period;  and  from  other  accidental 
caufes.  Who  fees  not  that,  on  this  account, 
confcience  may  be  conformable  or  repugnant  to 
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the  law  of  nature — may  be  certain  or  doubtful? 
and  that  it  can  be  no  criterion  of  moral  redlitude, 
even  when  it  is  certain,  becaufe  the  certainty  of 
an  opinion  is  no  proof  of  its  being  a  right  opi¬ 
nion  ?  A  man  may  he  certainly  perfuaded  of  an  - 
error  in  reasoning,  or  of  an  untruth  in  matters 
of  fa 61.  It  is  a  maxim  of  every  law,  human 
and  divine,  that  a  man  ought  never  to  adl  in  op- 
pofition  to  his  confcience :  but  it  will  not  from 
thence  follow,  that  he  will,  in  obeying  the  dic¬ 
tates  of  his  confcience,  on  all  occafions  adl  right. 
An  inquihtor,  who  burns  jews  and  heretics ;  a 
Robefpierre,  who  maffaores  innocent  and  ha  rel¬ 
iefs  women ;  a  robber,  who-  thinks  that  all  things  • 
ought  to  be  in  common,  and  that  a  hate  of  pro¬ 
perty  is  an  unjud  infringement  of  natural  liberty:  ' 
* — thefe,  and  a  thoufaud  perpetrators  *of  different 
ci  imes,  may  all  follow  the  didlates  of  confcience ; 
and  may,  at  the  real  or  fuppofed  approach  of 
death,  remember,  44  with  renewed  fatisfadlion,” 
the  word:  of  their  tranfadtions,  and  experience, 
without  difmay,  44  a  confcientious  trial  of  their 
principles.”  But  this  their  confcientious  com- 
pofure  can  be  no  proof  to  others  of  the  redlitude 
of  their  principles,  and  ought  to  be  no  pledge  to 
themfelvcs  of  their  innocence,  in  adhering  to  them. 

I  have  thought  fit  to  make  this  remark,  with 
a  view  of  fuggeding  to  you  a  conlideration  of 
great  importance — whether  you  have  examined 
calmly,  and  according  to  the  bed  of  your  ability,  - 
the  arguments  by  .  which  the  truth  of  revealed  re¬ 
ligion  may,  in  the  judgment  of  learned  and  im¬ 
partial  men,  be  edablilhed  ?. — Y ou  will  allow,, 
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that  thoufands  of  learned  and  impartial  men,  (I 
fpeak  not  of  priefts,  who,  however,  are,  I  trutt, 
as  learned  and  impartial  as  yourfelf,  but  of  lay¬ 
men  of  the  mott  fplendid  talents) — you  will  al¬ 
low,  that  thoufands  of  thefe,  in  all  ages,  have 
embraced  revealed  religion  as  true.  Whether 
thefe  men  have  all  been  in  an  error,  enveloped 
in  the  darknefs  of  ignorance,  fhackled  by  the 
fchains  of  fuperftition,  whiift  you  and  a  few 
others  have  enjoyed  light  and  liberty,  is  a  quettion 
1  fubmit  to  the  decifion  of  your  readers. 

If  you  have  made  the  heft  examination  you 
can,  and  yet  reject  revealed  religion  as  an  im- 
pofture,  I  pray  that  God  may  pardon  what  I 
efteein  your  error.  And  whether  you  have  made 
this  examination  or  not,  does  not  become  me  or 
any  man  to  determine.  That  golpel  which  you 
defpife,  has  taught  me  this  moderation:  it  has 
laid  to  me — “  Who  art  thou  that  judged:  another 
man’s  fervant?  To  his  own* matter  he  ttandeth 
or  falleth.” — I  think  that  you  are  in  an  error; 
but  whether  that  error  be  to  you  a  vincible  or 
an  invincible  error,  1  prefume  not  to  determine. 
I  know  indeed  where  it  is  laid,  “  that  the  preach¬ 
ing  of  the  crofs  is  to  them  that  perifh  foolifhnefs, 
— and  that  if  the  gofpel  be  hid,  it  is  hid  to  them 
that  are  lott.” — T  he  confequence  of  your  unbe¬ 
lief  mutt  be  left  to  the  jutt  and  merciful  judg¬ 
ment  of  him,  who  alone  knoweth  the  mechanifm 
and  the  liberty  of  our  underttandings,  the  origin 
of  our  opinions,  the  ftrength.  of  our  prejudices, 
the  excellencies  and  the  defeats  of  our  reafoning 
faculties. 


I  fhall 
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I  fhall,  defignediy,  write  this  and  die  follow*- 
ing  letters  in  a  popular  manner;  hoping,  that' 
thereby  they  may  (land  a  chance  of  being  pe- 
rufed  by  that  ciafs  of  readers,.  for  whom  your 
work  feems  to  be  particularly  calculated,  and 
who  are  the  moft  likely  to  be  injured  by  it.  The 
really  learned  are  in  no  danger  of  being  infedted 
by  the  poifon  of  infidelity:  they  will  excufe  me, 
therefore,  for  having  entered,  as  little  as  poffible, 
into  deep  difquilitions  concerning  the  authenticity 
of  the  Bible.  The  fubjecl  has  been  fo  learnedly 
and  fo  frequently  handled  by  other  writers,  that  it 
does  not  want  (I  had  almoft  faid,  it  does  not  ad¬ 
mit)  any  farther  proof.  And  it  is  the  more  ne- 
cefiary  to  adopt  this  mode  of  anfwering  your 
book,  becaufe  you  difclaim  all  learned  appeals  to 
other  books,  and  undertake  to  prove,  from  the 
Bible  itfelf,  that  it  is  unworthy  of  credit.  I  hope 
to  fhew,  from  the  Bible  itfelf,  the  diredf  contrary. 
But  in  cafe  any  of  four  leaders  fhould  think  that 
you  had  not  put  forth  all  your  ftrength,  by  not 
referring  for  proof  of  your  opinion  to  ancient 
authors ;  left  they  fhould  fufpefif  that  all  ancient 
authors  are  in  your  favour ;  I  will  venture  to 
affirm,  that  had  you  made  a  learned  appeal  to  all 
the  ancient  books  in  the  world,  facred  or  profane, 
chrifiian,  jewifii,  or  pagan,  inftead  of  leflening, 
they  would  have  efiablifhed,  the  credit  and  autho¬ 
rity  of  the  Bible  as  the  Word  of  God. 

Quitting  your  preface,  let  us  proceed  to  the 
work  itfelf;  in  which  there  is  much  repetition, 
and  a  deleft  of  proper  arrangement.  I  will  fol.*? 

low  your  track,  however,  as  nearly  as  I  can. 
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The  fir  ft  queftion  you  propofe  for  confideration 
is — “  Whether  there  is  fufficient  authority  for 
believing  ,the  Bible  to  be  the  Word  of  God,  or 
whether  there  is  not?” — You  determine  this 
queftion  in  the  negative,  upon  what  you  are 
pleafed  to  call  moral  evidence..  You  hold  it  im- 
poffible  that  the  Bible  can  be  the  Word  of  God, 
becaufe  it  is  therein  faid,  that  the  Ifraelites  de- 
ftroyed  the  Canaanites  by  the  exprefs  command 
of  God :  and  to  believe  the  Bible  to  be  true,  wre 
muft,  you  affirm,  unbelieve  all  our  belief  of  the 
moral  juftice  of  God ;  for  wherein,  you  afk, 
could  crying  or  fmiling  infants  offend? — >1  am 
aftonifhed  that  fo  acute  a  reafoner  fliould  attempt 
to  difparage  the  Bible,  by  bringing  forward  this 
exploded  and  frequently  refuted  obje&ion  of 
Morgan,  Tindal,  and  Bolingbroke.  You  pro- 
fefs  yourfelf  to  be  a  deift,  and  to  believe  that  there 
is  a  God,  who  created  the  univerfe,  and  eftabl  idl¬ 
ed  the  laws  of  nature,  by  which  it  is  fuftained 
in  exiftence.  You  profefs,  that,  from  the  con¬ 
templation  of  the  works  of  God,  you  derive  a 
knowledge  of  his  attributes  ;  and  you  reject  the 
Bible,  becaufe  it  aferibes  to  God  things  inconfift- 
ent  (as  you  fuppofe)  with  the  attributes  which 
you  have  difeovered  to  belong  to  him ;  in  parti¬ 
cular,  you  think  it  repugnant  to  his  moral  juftice, 
that  he  fhould  doom  todeftrudlion  the  crying  or 
fmiling  infants  of  the  Canaanites. — Why  do  you 
not  maintain  it  to  be  repugnant  to  his  moral  juf- 

tce,  that  he  fliould  fuffer  crying  or  fmiling  infants 
J  be  fwallowed  up  by  an  earthquake,  drowned 
by  an  inundation,  confumed  by  a  fire,  ftarved  by 
f  •  a  famine, 
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*  famine,  or  deftroyed  by  a  peftilence  ?  The 
Word  of  God  is  in  perfect  harmony  with  his 
work  ;  crying  or  finding  infants  are  fubjedted  to 
death  in  both.  We  believe  that  the  earth,  at  the 
.exp refs  command  of  God,  opened  her  mouth, 
and  fw  all  owed  up  Korah,  Dathan,  and  Abiram, 
with  their  wives,  their  fons,  and  their  little  ones. 
This  you  efteem  fo  repugnant  to  God’s  moral 
juftice,  that  you  fpurn,  as  fpurious,  the  book  in 
which  the  circumftance  is  related.  When  Cata¬ 
nia,  Lima,  and  Lifbon,  were  feverally  deftroyed 
by  earthquakes,  men,  with  their  wives,  their  fons, 
and  their  little  ones,  were  fwallowed  up  alive : — 
why  do  you  not  fpurn,  as  fpurious,  the  book  of 
nature,  in  which  this  fadt  is  certainly  written, 
and  from  the  perufal  of  which  you  infer  the  mo¬ 
ral  juftice  of  God?  You  will,  probably,  reply, 
that  the  evils  which  the  Canaanites  fuffered  from 
the  exprefs  command  of  God,  were  different  from 
thofe  which  are  brought  on  mankind  by  the  ope¬ 
ration  of  the  laws  of  nature. — Different  I  in 
what? — Not  in  the  magnitude  of  the  evil — not 
in  the  fubjedts  of  fufferance — not  in  the  author 
of  it :  for  my  philofophy,  at  le9.fi:,  inftrudfs  me  to 
believe,  that  God  not  only  primarily  formed,  but 
that  he  hath,  through  all  ages,  executed,  the  laws 
of  nature ;  and  that  he  will  through  all  eternity 
adminifter  them,  for  the  general  happinefs  of  his 
creatures,  whether  we  can,  on  every  occafion, 
difcern  that  end  or  not. 

I  am  far  from  being  guilty  of  the  impiety  of 
queftioning  the  exiftence  of  the  moral  juftice  of 
God,  as  proved  either  by  natural  or  revealed  re¬ 
ligion; 
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lig.ion:  what  I  contend  for  is  fliortly  this — that 
you  have  no  right,  in  fairnefs  of  reafoning,  to 
urge  any  apparent  deviation  from  moral  jullice, 
as  an  argument  againft  revealed  religion,  becaufe 
you  do  not  urge  an  equally  apparent  deviation 
from  it,  as  an  argument  againft  natural  religion : 
you  reject  the  former,  and  admit  the  latter,  with¬ 
out  confidering  that,  as  to  your  objection,  they 
muft  (land  or  fall  together. 

As  to  the  Canaanites,  it  is  needlefs  to  enter 
into  any  proof  of  the  depraved  ftate  of  their  mo¬ 
rals  ;  they  were  a  wicked  people  in  the  time  of 
Abraham,  and  they,  even  then,  were  devoted  to 
deftrudtion  by  God ;  but  their  iniquity  was  not 
then  full.  In  the  time  of  Mofes,  they  were  ido¬ 
laters  ;  facriiieers  of  their  own  crying  or  finding 
infants  ;  devourers  of  human  flefh ;  addidted  to 
unnatural  lud:;  immerfed  in  the  filthinefs  of  all 
manner  of  vice.  Now,  I  think,  it  will  be  impof- 
fible  to  prove,  that  it  was  a  proceeding  contrary 
to  God’s  moral  juftice,  to  exterminate  fo  wicked 
a  people.  He  made  the  Ifraelites  the  executors 
of  his  vengeance ;  and,  in  doing  this,  he  gave  fuch 
an  evident  and  terrible  proof  of  his  abomination 
of  vice,  as  could  not  fail  to  ffrikethe  furro undine 
nations  with  adronifhment  and  terror,  and  to  im- 
prefs  on  the  minds  of  the  Ifraelites  what  they 
were  to  expedb,  if  they  followed  the  example  of 
the  nations  whom  he  commanded  them  to  cut  off. 
“Ye  fhall  not  commit  any  of  thefe  abominations 
• — that  the  land  fpue  not  you  out  alio,  as  it  fpued 
out  the  nations  that  were  before  you.”  How 
ftrong  and  defcriptive  this  language !  the  vices  of 
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the  inhabitants  were  fo  abominable,  that  the 
very  land  was  Tick  ot  them,  and  forced  to  vomit 
them  forth,  as  the  ftomach  difgorges  a  deadly 
poifon. 

I  have  often  wondered  what  could  be  the  rea- 
fon  that  men,  not  defbitute  of  talents,  fhould  be 
defirous  of  undermining  the  authority  of  revealed 
religion,  and  ffudious  in  expofing,  with  a  malig¬ 
nant  and  illiberal  exultation,  every  little  difficulty 
attending  the  fcriptures,  to  popular  an  i  mad  verb  on 
and  contempt.  1  am  not  willing  to  attribute  this 
ffrange  propenfity  to  what  Plato  attributed  the 
atheifm  ot  his  time — to  profligacy  of  manners — * 
to  affectation  of  fingularity — to  grofs  ignorance, 
affuming  the  femblance  ot  deep  refearch  and  fupe- 
xior  fagacity ; — I  had  rather  refer  it  to  an  impro¬ 
priety  of  judgment,  refpeCfing  the  manners,  and 
mental  acquirements,  of  human  kind,  in  the  firft 
ages  of  the  world.  Mo  ft  unbelievers  argue  as  if 
they  thought  that  man,  in  remote  and  rude  anti¬ 
quity,  in  the  very  birth  and  infancy  of  our  fpe- 
xies,  had  the  fame  diffiinCt  conceptions  of  one,  eter¬ 
nal,  invifible,  incorporeal,  infinitely  wife,  power¬ 
ful,  and  good  God,  which  they  themfelves  have 
now.  This  I  look  upon  as  a  great  miftake,  and 
a  pregnant  fource  of  infidelity.  Human  kind, 
by  long  experience;  by  the  inftitutions  of  civil  fo- 
eietv ;  by  the  cultivation  ot  arts  and  fciences ;  by, 
as  I  believe,  divine  inftruCtion  aCtually  given  to 
fome,  and  traditionally  communicated  to  all ;  is 
in  a  far  more  diftinguifhed  fituation,  as  to  the 
powers  of  the  mind,  than  it  was  in  the  childhood 

of  the  world.  The  hiftory  of  man  is  the  hiftory 
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of  the  providence  of  God ;  who,  willing  the  fit- 
preme  felicity  of  all  his  creatures,  has  adapted  his 
government  to  the  capacity  of  thofe  who,  in  dif¬ 
ferent  ages,  were  the  fubjedls  of  it.  rl  he  hiflory 
of  anv  one  nation  throughout  all  ages,  and  that  of 
ail  nations  in  the  fame  age,  are  but  feparate  parts 
of  one  great  plan,  which  God  is  carrying  on  for 
the  moral  melioration  of  mankind.  But  who  can 
comprehend  the  whole  of  this  immenfe  defign  ? 
The  fhortnefs  of  life,  the  weaknefs  of  our  facul¬ 
ties,  the  inadequacy  of  our  means  of  information, 
confpire  to  make  it  impoflible  for  us,  worms  of 
the  earth  !  infedts  of  an  hour  !  completely  to  un¬ 
derhand  any  one  of  its  parts.  N  o  man,  who  well 
weighs  the  fubjeef,  ought  to  be  furprifed,  that  in 
the  hiftories  of  ancient  times  many  things  fhould 
occur  foreign  to  our  manners,  the  propriety  and 
neceffity  of  which  we  cannot  clearly  apprehend. 

It  appears  incredible  to  many,  that  God  Al¬ 
mighty  fhould  have  had  colloquial  intercourfe  with 
our  firft  parents ;  that  he  fhoud  have  contracted  a 
kind  of  friend fhip  for  the  patriarchs,  and  entered 
into  covenants  with  them;  that  he  fhould  have  fuf- 
pended  the  laws  of  nature  in  Egypt ;  fliould  have 
been  fo  apparently  partial  as  to  become  the  God 
and  governor  of  one  particular  nation ;  and  fhould 
have  fo  far  demeaned  himfelf,  as  to  give  to  that 
people  a  burdenfome  ritual  of  worfhip,  ilatutes 
and  ordinances,. many  of  which  feem  to  be  be¬ 
neath  the  dignity  of  his  attention,  unimportant,  and 
impolitic.  I  have  converfed  with  many  deifts, 
and  have  always  found  that  the  ftrangenefs  of 
thefe  things  was  the  only  reafon  for  their  difbelief 
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of  them  :  nothing  fimilar  has  happened  in  thei? 
time ;  they  will  not,  therefore,  admit,  that  thefe 
events  have  really  taken  place  at  any  time.  As 
well  might  a  child,  when  arri  ved  at  a  hate  of  man¬ 
hood,  contend  that  he  had  never  either  hood  in 
need  of,  or  experienced  the  foftering  care  of  a  mo¬ 
ther’s  kindnefs,  the  wearifome  attention  of  his 
nurfe,  or  the  inftrudlion  and  difeipline  of  his 
Ichoolmafter.  The  Supreme  Being  feledted  one 
family  from  an  idolatrous  world  ;  nurfed  it  up,  by 
various  acts  of  his  providence,  into  a  great  nation  ; 
communicated  to  that  nation  a  knowledge  of  his 
holinefs,  j  office,  mercy,  power,  and  wifdom  ;  dif- 
feminated  them,  at  various  times,  through  every 
part  of  the  earth,  that  they  might  be  a  “  leaven 
to  leaven  the  whole  lumn,”  that  they  might  af- 
fure  all  other  nations  of  the  exiftence  of  one  Su¬ 
preme  God,  the  creator  and  preferver  of  the 
world,  the  only  proper  objedt  of  adoration.  With 
what  reafon  can  we  expect,  that  what  was  done 
to  one  nation,  not  out  of  any  partiality  to  them, 
but  for  the  general  good,  fliould  be  done  to  all? 
that  the  mode  of  inftrudtion,  which  was  luited  to 
the  infancy  of  the  world,  fliould  he  extended  to 
the  maturity  of  its  manhood,  or  to  the  imbecility  of 
its  old  age  ?  I  own  to  you,  that  when  I  confider 
how  nearly  man,  in  a  lavage  hate,  approaches  to 
the  brute  creation,  as  to  intellectual  excellence; 
and  when  1  contemplate  his  mderable  attainments, 
as  to  the  knowledge  of  God,  in  a  civilized  frate, 
when  he  has  had  no  divine  inftrudtion  on  the  fub- 
jeet,  or  when  that  inftrudtion  has  been  forgotten, 
(for  all  men  have  known  fomething  of  God  from 
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tradition,)  I  cannot  blit  admire  the  wifdom  and 
goodnefs  of  the  Supreme  Being,  in  having  let 
himfelf  down  to  our  apprehenlions ;  in  having 
given  to  mankind,  in  the  earlieft  ages,  fenlible  and 
extraordinary  proofs  of  his  exiftence  and  attri¬ 
butes  ;  in  having  made  the  jewifh  and  chriftian 
difpenfations  mediums  to  convey  to  all  men, 
through  all  ages,  that  knowledge  concerning  him- 
ielf,  which  he  had  vouchfafed  to  give  immediately 
to  the  firft.  I  own  it  is  ftrange,  very  ftrange,  that  he 
fhould  have  made  an  immediate  man  i  fella  lion  of 
himfelf  in  the  fiift  ages  of  the  world;  but  what 
is  there  that  is  not  ftrange  ?  It  is  ftrange  that  you 
and  I  are  here — that  there  is  water,  and  earth,  and 
air,  and  ftre — that  there  is  a  fun,  and  moon,  and 
ftars — that  there  is  generation,  corruption,  repro¬ 
duction.  I  can  account  ultimately  for  none  of 
thefe  things,  without  recurring  to  him  who  made 
every  thing.  I  alfo  am  his  workmanfhip,  and 
look  up  to  him  with  hope  of  prefervation  through 
all  eternity ;  I  adore  him  for  his  word  as  well  as 
for  his  work :  his  work  I  cannot  comprehend, 
but  his  word  hath  allured  me  of  all  that  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  to  know — that  he  hath  prepared  everlafting 
happinefs  for  thofe  who  love  and  obey  him. 
i  his  you  will  call  preachment, — I  will  have  done 
with  it ;  but  the  fubjedl  is  fo  vaft,  and  the  plan  of 
providence,  in  my  opinion,  fo  obvioully  wife  and 
good,  that  I  cap  never  think  of  it  without  having 
my  mind  filled  with  piety,  admiration,  and  grati¬ 
tude. 

In  addition  to  the  moral  evidence  (as  you  are 
pleaied  to  think  it)  againft  the  Bible,  you  threaten, 
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in  tile  progrefs  of  your  work,  to  produce  fuch 
other  evidence  as  even  a  pried:  cannot  deny.  A 
pnilofopher  in  fearch  of  truth  forfeits  with  me  ail 
claim  to  candour  and  impartiality,  when  he  in¬ 
troduces  railing  for  reafoning,  vulgar  and  illiberal 
farcafm  in  the  room  of  argument.  I  will  not 
imitate  the  example  you  fet  me ;  but  examine  what 
you  iliail  produce,  with  as  much  coolnefs  and 
lefpedt,  as  if  you  had  given  the  priefls  no  provo¬ 
cation  ;  as  if  you  were  a  man  of  the  mod:  un- 
blemiflied  charadfer,  fubjedt  to  no  prejudices,  ac¬ 
tuated  by  no  bad  defigns,  not  liable  to  have  abufe 
retorted  upon  you  with  fuccefs. 


[# 


LETTER  IE 


nEFORE  you  commence  your  grand  attack 
_  upon  the  Bible,  you  wifh  to  edabiifh  a  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  evidence  neceflary  to  prove 
the  authenticity  of  the  Bible,  and  that  of  any  other 
ancient  book.  I  am  not  furprifed  at  your  anxiety 
on  this  head ;  for  all  writers  on  the  fubjedt  have 
agreed  in  thinking  that  St.  Audin  reaioned  well, 
when,  in  vindicating  the  genuineneis  of  the  Bible, 
he  a  deed — “  What  proofs  have  we  that  the  works 
of  Plato,  Ariftotle,  Cicero,  Varro,  and  other 
profane  authors,  were  written  by  thofe  whofe 
names  they  bear;  unlefs  it  be  that  this  has  been 
an  opinion  generally  received  at  all  times,  and  by 
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all  thofe  who  have  lived  fince  thefe  authors  ?" — 
This  writer  was  convinced,  that  the  evidence 
which  eftablifhed  the  genuinenefs  of  any  profane 
book,  would  eftablifh  that  of  a  facred  book ;  and 
I  profefs  myfelf  to  be  of  the  fame  opinion,  not- 
withftanding  what  you  have  advanced  to  the 
contrary. 

In  this  part  your  ideas  feem  to  me  to  be  con- 
fufed:  I  do  not  fay  that  you,  defignedly,  jumble 
together  mathematical  fcience  and  hiftorical  evi¬ 
dence  ;  the  knowledge  acquired  by  demonifration, 
and  the  probability  derived  from  telfimony. — You 
know  but  of  one  ancient  book,  that  authoritative¬ 
ly  challenges  univerial  confent  and  belief,  and 
that  is  Euclid’s  Elements. — If  I  were  dil  poled  to 
make  frivolous  objedtions,  I  fhould  lay  that  even 
Euclid’s  Elements  had  not  met  with  univerfal 
confent;  that  there  had  been  men,  both  in  an¬ 
cient  and  modern  times,  who  had  queftioned  the 
intuitive  evidence  of  fome  of  his  axioms,  and  de¬ 
nied  the  juffnefs  of  fome  of  his  demonftrations  : 
but,  admitting  the  truth,  I  do  not  fee  the  perti¬ 
nency  of  your  obfervation.  Y  ou  are  attempting 
to  fubvert  the  authenticity  of  the  Bible,  and  you 
tell  us  that  Euclid’s  Elements  are  certainly  true. 
What  then  ?  Does  it  follow  that  the  Bible  is 
certainly  falfe?  The  moll  illiterate  fcrivener  in 
the  kingdom  does  not  want  to  be  informed,  that 
the  examples  in  his  Wingate’s  Arithmetic  are 
proved  by  a  different  kind  of  reafoning  from  that 
by  which  he  perfuades  himfelf  to  believe,  that 
there  was  fuch  a  perfon  as  Henry  VIII.  or  that 
.  there  is  fuch  a  city  as  Pans. 
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It  may  be  of  ufe,  to  remove  this  confufion  in 
your  argument,  to  hate,  dihindly,  the  difference 
between  the  genuinenefs  and  the  authenticity  of 
a  book.  A  genuine  book  is  that  which  was 
written  by  the  perfon  whofe  name  it  bears  as  the 
author  ot  it.  An  authentic  book  is  that  which 
relates  matters  of  fad,  as  they  really  happened 
A  book  may  be  genuine  without  being  authentic; 
and  a  book  may  be  authentic  without  being  ge¬ 
nuine.  The  books  written  by  Richardfon  and 
fielding  are  genuine  books,  though  the  hihories 
of  Clariffa  and  Tom  Jones  are  fables.  The  hif- 
tory  of  the  iiland  of  r  ormofa  is  a  genuine  book; 
it  was  written  by  Pfalmanazar ;  but  it  is  not  an 
authentic  book,  (though  it  was  long  eheemed  as 
fucii,  and  tranflated  into  different  languages)  for 
the  author,  in  the  latter  part  of  his  life,  took  fhame 
to  himielf  for  having  imposed  on  the  world,  and 
confeffed  that  it  was  a  mere  romance.  Anion’s 
Voyage  may  be  confidered  as  an  authentic  book ; 
it,  probably,  containing  a  true  narration  of  the 
principal  events  recorded  in  it ;  hut  it  is  not  a  ge¬ 
nuine  book,  having  not  been  written  by  Walters, 
to  whom  it  is  afcribed,  hut  by  Robins. 

This  diftindion  between  the  genuinenefs  and 
authenticity  of  a  book,  will  ahih  us  in  deteding 
the  fallacy  of  an  argument,  which  you  hate  with 
great  confidence  in  the  part  of  your  work  now 
under  consideration,  and  which  you  frequently 
allude  to,  in  other  parts,  as  conclufive  evidence 
againh  the  truth  of  the  Bible.  Your  argument 
hands  thus — If  it  be  found  that  the  books  afcribed 
to  Mofes,  Jofliua,  and  Samuel,  were  not  written  , 
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by  Mofes,  Jofliua,  and  Samuel,  every  part  of  the 
authority  and  authenticity  of  thefe  books  is  gone 
at  once— I  prefume  to  think  otherwife.  The 
p-enuinenefs  ol  thefe  books  (m  tne  judgment  of 
thofe  who  fay  that  they  were  written  by  thefe  au¬ 
thors)  will  certainly  be  gone  ;  but  their  authenti¬ 
city  may  remain;  they  may  ftill  contain  a  ttue 
account  of  real  tranfaftions,  though  the  names 
of  the  writers  of  them  fhould  be  found  to  be  dif¬ 
ferent  from  what  they  are  generally  efteemed  to 

be. 

Had,  indeed,  Mofes  faid  that  he  wrote  me  five 
fir  ft  books  of  the  Bible ;  and  had  Jofliua  and 
Samuel  faid  that  they  wrote  the  books  which  are 
refpe&ively  attributed  to  them ;  and  had  it  been 
found,  that  Mofes,  Jofliua,  and  Samuel,  did  not 
write  thefe  books  ;  then,  I  grant,  the  authority  of 
the  whole  would  have  been  gone  at  once ;  thefe 
men  would  have  been  found  liars,  as  to  the  ge- 
numenefs  of  the  books,  and  this  prooi  of  their 
want  of  veracity,  in  one  point,  would  have  in¬ 
validated  their  teftimony  in  every  othei  ;  thefe 
books  would  have  been  juftly  ftigmatized,  as  nei¬ 
ther  genuine  nor  authentic. 

An  hi  (lory  may  be  true,  though  it  fhould  not 
only  be  aferibed  to  a  wrong  author,  but  though 
the  author  of  it  fhould  not  be  known :  anony¬ 
mous  teftimony  does  not  deflroy  the  reality  of 
fa6!s,  whether  natural  or  miraculous.  Had  Loid 
Clarendon  puhiifhed  his  Hiftory  of  the  Rebellion 
without  prefixing  his  name  to  it;  or  had  the  hif- 
torv  of  'Titus  Livius  come  down  to  us  under  the 

name  of  Valerius  Flaccus,  oi  Valerius  Maximus, 

the 
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;lie  fails  mentioned  in  thefe  hiffories  would  have 
seen  equally  certain. 

.  t0  70ur  affertion,  that  the  miracles  recorded 
Tacitus,  and  in  other  profane  hiftories,  are 

quite  as  well  authenticated  as  thole  of  the  Bible _ 

it,  being  a  mere  affertion  deftitute  of  proof,  may 
be  properly  anfwered  by  a  contrary  affertion.  I 
take  the  liberty  then  to  fay,  that  the  evidence  for 
the  miracles  recorded  in  the  Bible  is,  both  in  kind 
and  degree,  lo  greatly  fuperior  to  that  for  the 
prodigies  mentioned  by  Livy,  or  the  miracles  re¬ 
lated  by  ft  acitus,  as  to  juftity  us  in  giving  credit 
to  tne  one  as  the  work  ol  God,  and  in  withhold¬ 
ing  it  from  the  other  as  the  effete  of  fuperftition 
and  impofture;'  This  method  of  derogating  from 
the  credibility  of  chriftianity,  by  oppofing  to  the 
miracles  of  our  Saviour  the  tricks  of  ancient  im- 
poftors,  feems  to  have  originated  with  Hierocles 
in  the  fourth  century;  and  it  has  been  adopted  by 
unbelievers  from  that  time  to  this ;  with  this  dif¬ 
ference,  indeed,  that  the  heathens  of  the  third  and 
fourth  century  admitted  that  Jefus  wrought  mira¬ 
cles  ;  but  left  that  admiffion  fhould  have  compel¬ 
led  them  to  abandon  their  gods  and  become  chrif- 
tians,  they  faid,  that  their  Apollonius ,  their  Apu - 
lei  us,  their  Arijleas,  did  as  great:  whilft  modern 
deifts  deny  the  fa  eft  of  jefus  having  ever  wrought 
a  miracle.  And  they  have  fome  reafon  for  this 
proceeding;  they  are  fenfible  that  the  gofpel  mi¬ 
racles  are  lo  different,  in  all  their  circumftanees, 
from  thofe  related  in  pagan  ffory,  that,  if  they 
admit  them  to  have  been  performed,  they  muff 
admit  chriftiauity  to  be  true  ;  hence  they  have  fa¬ 
bricated 
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bricated  a  kind  of  deiftical  axiom — that  no  hu¬ 
man  teftimony  can  eftablifh  the  credibility  of  a 
miracle. — This,  though  it  has  been  an  hundred 
times  refuted,  is  Bill  unfitted  upon,  as  if  its  truth 
had  never  been  queftioned,  and  could  not  be  dis¬ 
proved. 

You  u  proceed  to  examine  the  authenticity  of 
the  Bible;  and  you  begin,  you  fay,  with  what 
are  called  the  five  books  of  Mofes,  Genefis, 
Exodus,  Leviticus,  Numbers,  and  Deuterono- 
my.  Your  intention,  you  profefs,  is  to  fhevv 
that  thefe  books  are  Spurious,  and  that  Mofes  is 
not  the  author  of  them ;  and  ftiil  farther,  that 
they  were  not  written  in  the  time  of  Moles,  nor 
till  feveral  hundred  years  afterwards^  that  they 
are  no  other  than  an  attempted  hittory,  of  the  life 
of  Mofes,  and  of  the  times  in  which  fie  is  faid 
to  have  lived,  and  alfo  of  the  times  prior  thereto, 
written  by  fome  very  ignorant  and  ftupid  pre¬ 
tender  to  authorfhip,  feveral  hundred  years  after 
the  death  of  Mofes. ” — In  this  paflage  the  utmott 
force  of  your  attack  on  the  authority  of  the  five 
books  of  Mofes  is  clearly  Bated.  You  are  not 
the  firft  who  has  Started  this  difficulty  ;  it  is  a 
difficulty,  indeed,  of  modern  date;  having  not 
been  heard  of,  either  in  the  Synagogue,  or  out  of 
it,  till  the  twelfth  century.  About  that  time 
Aben  Ezra ,  a  jew  of  great  erudition,  noticed 
fome  p adages  (the  fame  that  you  have  brought 
forward)  in  die  five  firfi;  books  of  the  Bible, 
which  he  thought  had  not  been  written  by  Mo¬ 
fes,  but  inferted  bv  fome  perfon  after  the  death  of 
Mofes.  But  he  "was  far  from  maintaining,  as 

you 
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you  Jo,  that  thefe  books  were  written  by  fome 
ignorant  and  ftupid  pretender  to  authorfhip,  ma¬ 
ny  hundred  years  after  the  death  of  Mofes. 
Hobbes  contends  that  the  books  of  Mofes  are  fo 
called,  not  from  their  having  been  written  by 
Mofes,  but  from  their  containing  an  account  of 
Mofes.  Spinoza  fupported  the  fame  opinion; 
and  Le  Clerc ,  a  very  able  theological  critic  of 
the  lad:  and  prefent  century,  once  entertained  the 
fame  notion.  You  fee  that  this  fancy  has  had 
fome  patrons  before  you;  the  merit  or  the  deme¬ 
rit,  the  fagac.ity  or  the  temerity  of  having  affert- 
ed,  that  Mofes  is  not  the  author  of  the  Penta¬ 
teuch,  is  not  exclufively  your’s.  Le  Clerc ,  in¬ 
deed,  you  mud:  not  boaft  of.  When  his  judg¬ 
ment  was  matured  by  age,  he  was  afhamed  of 
what  he  had  written  on  the  fubjedb  in  his  younger 
years;  he  made  a  public  recantation  of  his  error, 
by  annexing  to  his  commentary  on  Geneiis,  a 
Latin  didertation,  concerning  Mofes,  the  author 
of  the  Pentateuch,  and  his  defign  in  compofing  it. 
If,  in  your  future  life,  you  fhould  chance  to 
change  your  opinion  on  the  fubjedl,  it  will  be  an 
honour  to  your  char  adder  to  emulate  the  integ¬ 
rity,  and  to  imitate  the  example  of  Le  Clerc. — 
The  Bible  is  not  the  only  book  which  has  under¬ 
gone  the  fate  of  being  reprobated  as  fpurious,  af¬ 
ter  it  had  been  received  as  genuine  and  authentic 
for  many  ages.  It  has  been  maintained,  that  the 
hiftory  of  Herodotus  was  written  in  the  time  of 
Conflantine ;  and  that  the  Cladfics  are  forgeries 
of  the  thii  teenth  or  fourteenth  century.  Thefe 
extravagant  reveries  amufed  the  world  at  the  time 
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of  their  publication,  and  have  long  fince  funk  into 
oblivion.  You  efteem  all  prophets  to  be  fuch 
lying  rafcals,  that  I  dare  not  venture  to  predict 
the  fate  of  your  book. 

Before  you  produce  your  main  objections  to 
the  genuinenefs  of  the  books  of  Mofes,  you  aflert, 

that  there  is  no  affirmative  evidence  that  Mofes 
is  the  author  of  them.” — What!  no  affirmative 
•evidence  !  In  the  eleventh  century  Maimonides 
<3rew  up  a  confeffion  of  faith  for  the  jews,  which 
all  of  them  at  this  day  admit ;  it  confifts  of  only 
thirteen  articles ;  and  two  of  them  have  refpeCt  to 
Mofes  ;  one  affirming  the  authenticity,  the  other 
the  genuinenefs  of  his  books. — The  doCtrine  and 
prophecy  of  Mofes  is  true. — The  law  that  we 
have  was  given  by  Mofes. — This  is  the  faith  of 
the  jews  at  prefent,  and  has  been  their  faith  ever 
hnce  the  deftruCtion  of  their  city  and  temple;  it 
was  their  faith  in  the  time  when  the  authors  of  the 
New  Teflament  wrote;  it  was  their  faith  during 
their  captivity  in  Babylon;  in  the  time  of  their 
kings  and  judges;  and  no  period  can  be  {hewn, 
from  the  age  of  Mofes  to  the  prefent  hour,  in 
which  it  was  not  their  faith. — Is  this  no  affirma¬ 
tive  evidence?  I  cannot  defire  a  Wronger.  Jo - 
fephus ,  in  his  book  againfi:  Appion ,  writes  thus— 
“  We  have  only  two-and-twenty  books  which 
are  to  be  believed  as  of  divine  authority,  and 
which  comprehend  the  hiftory  of  all  ages ;  five 
belong  to  Moles,  which  contain  the  original  of 
man,  and  the  tradition  of  the  fucceffion  of  gene¬ 
rations,  down  to  his  death,  which  takes  in  a  com- 
l^afs  of  about  three  thoufand  years.”  Do  you 
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confider  this  as  no  affirmative  evidence?  Why 
lhould  J  mention  'Juvenal  Ipeaking  of  the  volume 
which  Mofes  had  written  ?  Why  enumerate  a 
long  lift  of  profane  authors,  all  bearing  teftitnony 
to  the  fadl  of  Mofes  being  the  leader  and  the  law- 
of  thejewifh  nation?  and  if  a  law-giver, 

,  a  writer  of  the  laws.  But  what  fays  the 
?  In  Exodus  it  fays— “  Mofes  wrote  all  the 
words  of  the  Lord,  and  took  the  book  of  the 
covenant,  and  read  in  the  audience  of  the  people.” 

* — In  Deuteronomy  it  fays — “  And  it  came  to 
pafs,  when  Mofes  had  made  an  end  of  writing 
the  words  of  this  law  in  a  book,  until  they  were 
finifhed,  (this  furely  imports  the  ftnifhing  a  labo¬ 
rious  work,)  that  Mofes  commanded  the  Levites 
which  bare  the  ark  of  the  covenant  of  the  Lord, 
faying,  Take  this  book  of  the  law,  and  put  ft 
in  the  fide  of  the  ark  of  the  covenant  of  the  Lord 
your  God,  that  it  may  be  there  for  a  witnefs 
againft  thee.”  This  is  laid  in  Deuteronomy, 
which  is  a  kind  of  repetition  or  abridgement  of 
the  four  preceding  books :  and  it  is  well  known 
that  the  jews  gave  the  name  of  the  law  to  the  firft 
live  books  of  the  Old  Teftament.  What  poffible 
doubt  can  there  be  that  Mofes  wrote  the  books  in 
queftion?  I  could  accumulate  many  other  paf- 
fages  from  the  fcriptures  to  this  purpofe;  but  if 
what  I  have  advanced  will  not  convince  you  that 
there  is  affirmative  evidence,  and  of  the  ftiongeft 
kind,  for  Mofes’s  being  the  author  of  thefe  books, 
nothing  that  1  can  advance  will  convince  you. 

What  if  I  fhould  grant  all  you  undertake  to 
prove,  the  ftupidity  and  ignorance  of  the  writer 
*  .  •  excepted? 
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excepted  ? _ What  if  I  Ihould  admit,  that  Samuel, 

or  Ezra,  or  fome  other  learned  jew,  compofed 
theie  books,  from  public  records,  '  n.iijy  yeais  auer 
the  death  of  Moles?  Will  it  follow  that  there 


el- 


was  no  truth  in  them  ?  According  to  my  logic, 

genuine 


it  will  only  follow,  that  tney  3.1c  not  ^ 
books ;  every  fa6l  recorded  in  them  may  be  true, 
whenever,  or  by  whomsoever  they  were  written. 

It  cannot  be  laid  that  the  jews  had  no  public  re¬ 
cords  ;  the  Bible  furnifhes  abundance  ot  prool  to 
the  contrary.  I  by  no  means  admit,  that  thsie 
books,  as  to  the  main  part  of  them,  were  not  writ¬ 
ten  by  Mofes  ;  but  I  do  contend,  that  a  book  may 
contain  a  true  hiftory,  though  we  know  not  the 
author  of  it,  or  though  we  may  be  miftaken  in 
afcribing  it  to  a  wrong  author. 

The  fir  ft  argument  you  produce  againft  Mofes 
being  the  author  ot  thefe  books  is  10  old,  that  l 
do  not  know  its  original  author  ;  and  it  is  fo  mife- 
rable  an  one,  that  I  wonder  you  fhould  adopt  it — * 
“  Thefe  books  cannot  be  written  by  Moles,  be- 
ca'ufe  they  are  written  in  the  third  perfon — it  is 
always,  The  Lord  faid  unto  Mofes,  or  Mofes 
(aid  unto  the  Lord.  This,”  you  fay,  “  is  the  ftyle 
and  manner  that  hiftorians  ufe,  in  fpeaking  of  the 
perfons  whofe  lives  and  actions  they  are  writing.’5 
This  obfervation  is  true,  but  it  does  not  extend  far 
enough;  for  this  is  the  ftyle  and  manner  not  only 
of  hiftorians  writing  of  other  perfons,  but  of  emi¬ 
nent  men,  fuchas  Xenophon  and  Jcfephus ,  writ¬ 
ing  of  themfelves.  If  General  IVaJhington  fhould 
write  the  hiftory  of  the  American  war,  and  fhould, 
from  his  great  modefty,  fpeak  of  himfelf  in  the 
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ihiul  pci  fbn,  would  you  think  it  reafonable  that, 
,(jr  ^ree  thoufand  years  hence,  any  perfon 
Jtiouid,  on  that  account,  contend  that  the  hiflory 
was  not  true  ? .  Cafar  writes  of  himfelf  in  the 
tiiird  perfon  it  is  always,  Caefar  made  a  fpeech, 
or  a  fpeech  was  made  to  Caefar,  Caefar  crofled  the 
Khine,  Caefar  invaded  Britain ;  but  every  fchool- 
)0y  ^!i°ws  that  this  circumftance  cannot  be  ad¬ 
duced  as  a  ferious  argument  againft  Caefar’s  be¬ 
ing  the  author  of  his  own  Commentaries. 

But  Moles,  you  urge,  cannot  be  the  author  of 
book  of  Numbers, — becaufe  he  fays  of  him- 
ieL,  “  that  Mofes  was  a  very  meek  man,  above 
all  the  men  that  were  on  the  face  of  the  earth.” 
if  he  laid  this  of  himfelf,  he  was,  you  fay,  ii  a 
vam  and  arrogant  coxcomb,  (fuch  is  your  phrafe!) 
and  unworthy  of  credit— and  if  he  did  not  fay  it, 
the  books  are  without  authority.”  This,  your 
dilemma,  is  perfectly  harmlefs ;  it  has  not  an  horn 
to  hurt  the  weakeft  logician.  If  Moles  did  not 
write  this  little  verfe,  if  it  was  inferted  by  Samuel, 
or  any  of  Ins  countrymen,  who  knew  his  cha¬ 
racter  and  revered  his  memory,  will  it  follow  that 
he  did  not  write  any  other  part  of  the  book  of 
Numbers?  Or  if  he  did  not  write  any  part  of 
the  book  of  Numbers,  will  it  follow  that  he  did 
not  write  any  of  the  other  hooks  of  which  he  is 
ufually  reputed  the  author?  And  if  he  did  write 
this  of  himfelf,  he  was  juflifred  by  the  occafion 
which  extorted  from  him  this  commendation. 
Had  this  expreflion  been  written  in  a  modern  ifyle 
and  manner,  it  would  probably  have  given  you 
no  offence,  for  w7ho  would  be  fo  faflidious  as 
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to  find  fault  with  an  illuftrious  man,  who,  being 
calumniated  by  his  neareft  relations,  as  guilty  of 
pride  and  fond  of  power,  fhould  vindicate  his 
chamber  by  faying.  My  temper  was  naturally 
as  meek  and  unaffuming  as  that  of  any  man  upon 
earth  ?  There  are  occafions,  in  which  a  modeflr 
man,  who  fpeaks  truly,  may  fpeak  proudly  of 
himfelf,  without  forfeiting  his  general  character; 
and  there  is  no  occafion,  which  either  more  re¬ 
quires,  or  more  excufes  this  condudt,  than  when 
he  is  repelling  the  foul  and  envious  afperfions  ot 
thofe  who  both  knew  his  charadter,  and  had  expe¬ 
rienced  his  kindnefs :  and  in  that  predicament  flood 
Aaron  and  Miriam ,  the  accufers  of  Mofes.  Y ou 
yourfelfhave,  probably,  felt  the  fling  of  calumny, 
and  have  been  anxious  to  remove  the  imprefil on. 
1  do  not  call  you  a  vain  and  arrogant  coxcomb  for 
vindicating  your  charadder,  when  in  the  latter  part 
of  this  very  work  you  boafk,  and  I  hope  truly, 
44  that  the  mm  does  not  exift  that  can  fay  I  have 
perCcuted  him,  or  any  man,  or  any  fet  of  men, 
iii  the  American  revolution,  or  in  the  French  re¬ 
volution  ;  or  that  I  have  in  any  cafe  returned  evil 
for  evil.”  I  know  not  what  kings  and  priefts  may 
fay  to  this ;  you  may  not  have  returned  to  them 
evil  for  evil,  becaufe  they  never,  I  believe,  did  you 
any  harm ;  but  you  have  done  them  all  the  harm 
you  could,  and  that  without  provocation. 

I  think  it  neediefs  to  notice  your  obfervation 
upon  what  you  call  the  dramatic  ldyle  of  Deute¬ 
ronomy;  it  is  an  ill-founded  hypothefis.  You 
might  as  well  af&,  where  the  author  of  Caeiar’s 
Commentaries  got  the  fpeeches  of  Caefar,  as  where 
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the  author  of  Deuteronomy  got  the  fpeeches  of 


not  the  author  of  Deuteronomy,  becaufe  the  rea- 
fon  given  in  that  book  for  the  obfervation  of  the 


merits  a  reply. 

You  need  not  be  told  that  the  very  name  of 
this  book  imports,  in  Greek,  a  repetition  of  a 
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tending,  that  it  was  fancAifted  from  the  creation  of 
the  world;  that  it  was  obferved  by  the  patriarchs 
before  the  flood ;  that  it  was  neglected  by  the  If- 
ra elites  daring  their  bondage  in  Egypt ;  revived  on 
the  failing  of  manna  in  the  wildernefs;  and  en¬ 
joined,  as  a  pofitive  law,  at  mount  Sinai.  Others 
efteem  its  inflitution  to  have  been  no  older  than 
the  age  of  Mofes;  and  argue,  that  what  is  faid  of 
the  famAification  of  the  fabbath  in  the  book  of 
Geneiis,  is  faid  by  way  of  anticipation.  There 
may  be  truth  in  both  thefe  accounts.  To  me  it 
is  probable  that  the  memory  of  the  creation  was 
handed  down  from  Adam  to  all  his  po Aerify-  and* 
that  the  feventh  day  was,  for  a  long  time,  held 
facred  by  all  nations,  in  commemoration  of  that 
event ;  but  that  the  peculiar  rigidnefs  of  its  ob~ 
fervance  was  enjoined  by  Mofes  to  the  Ifraelites 
alone.  As  to  there  being  two  reafons  given  for 
its  being  kept  holy, — one,  that  on  that  day  God 
refted  from  die  work  of  creation— -the  other,  that' 
on  that  day  God  had  given  them  reft  from  the 
fervitude  of  Egypt — I  fee  no  contradiction  in  the 
accounts.  If  a  man,  in  writing  the  hiAory  of 
England,  Aiould  inform  his  readers,  that  the  par¬ 
liament  had  ordered  the  fifth  of  November  to  be 
kept  holy,  becaufe  on  that  day  G  d  had  delivered 
the  nation  from  a  bloody -intended  maffacre  by¬ 
gun-powder  ;  and  if,  in  another  part  ol  his  hiAory, 
he  Aiould  affign  thedeliverance  of  our  church  and 
nation  from  popery  and  arbitrary  power,  by  the 
arrival  of  King  William,  as  a  reafon  for  its  being 
kept  holy  ;  would  any  one  contend,  that  he  was 
jaot  juAified  in  both  thefe  ways  of  expreflion,  oi:- 
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that  we  ought  from  them  to  conclude,  that  he  was 
not  the  author  of  them  both? 

You  think — “  that  law  in  Deuteronomy  in- 
human  and  brutal,  which  authorizes  parents,  the 
father  and  the  mother,  to  bring  their  own  children 
to  have  them  ftoned  to  death  for  what  it  is  pleaf- 
ed  to  call  ftubbornnefs.” — You  are  aware,  1  fup- 
pofe,  that  parental  power,  amongft  the  Romans , 
the  Gauls ,  the  Perjians ,  and  other  nations,  was 
of  the  mod  arbitrary  kind ;  that  it  extended  to  the 
taki  ng  away  the  life  of  the  child.  1  do  not  know 
whether  the  Ifraelites,  in  the  time  of  Mofes,  exer- 
ciled  th  is  paternal  power;  it  was  not  a  cuilom 
adopted  by  all  nations,  but  it  wras  by  many ;  and 
in  the  infancy  of  focietv,  before  individual  families 
had  coalefced  into  communities,  it  was  probably 
very  general.  Now  Mofes,  by  this  law,  which 
you  efteem  brutal  and  inhuman,  hindered  lueh  an 
extravagant  power  from  being  either  introduced 
or  exercifed  amongft  the  Ifraelites.  This  law  is  fo 
far  from  countenancing  the  arbitrary  power  ol  a 
father  over  the  life  of  his  child,  that  it  takes  from 
him  the  power  of  accufmg  the  child  before  a  ma¬ 
gi  (Irate — the  father  and  the  mother  of  the  child 
muft  agree  in  bringing  the  child  to  judgment — 
and  it  is  not  by  their  united  will  that  the  child  was 
to  be  condemned  to  death ;  the  elders  of  the  city 
were  to  judge  whether  the  accufation  was  true; 
and  the  accufation  w'as  to  be  not  merely,  as  you; 
inlinuate,  that  the  child  was  ftubborn,  but  that  he? 
was  “  ltubborn  and  rebellious,  a  glutton  and  a, 
drunkard.”  Conlidered  in  this  light,  you  mufti 
allow  the  law  to  have  been  an  humane  reftri&iot*, 
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©f  a  power  improper  to  be  lodged  with  any  pa- 
rent. 

That  you  may  abufe  the  priefts,  you  abandon 
your  fubjeft — “  Priefts,”  you  fay,  “  preach  up 
Deuteronomy,  for  Deuteronomy  preaches  up 
tythes.” — I  do  not  know  that  priefts  preach  up 
Deuteronomy  more  than  they  preach  up  other 
books  of  feripture ;  but  I  do  know  that  tythes  are 
not  preached  up  in  Deuteronomy  more  than  in 
Leviticus,  in  Numbers,  in  Chronicles,  in  Mala- 
chi,  in  the  law,  the  hiftory,  and  the  prophets  of 
the  jewifh  nation. — You  go  on — “  It  is  from  this 
book,  chap.  xxv.  ver.  4.  they  have  taken  the 
phrafe,  and  applied  it  to  tything,  ‘  "I  hon  fhalt 
not  muzzle  the  ox  when  he  treadeth  out  the 
corn  and  that  this  might  not  efcape  observation, 
they  have  noted  it  in  the  table  of  contents  at  the 
head  of  the  chapter,  though  it  is  only  a  lingle 
verfe  of  lefs  than  two  lines.  O  priefts!  priefts! 
ye  are  willing  to  be  compared  to  an  ox  for  the 
fake  of  tythes  !” — I  cannot  call  this  reafoning — > 
and  I  will  not  pollute  my  page  by  giving  it  a  pro¬ 
per  appellation.  Had  the  table  of  contents,  in- 
ftead  of  fimply  faying — the  ox  is  not  to  be  muz¬ 
zled — faid — tythes  enjoined,  or  priefts  to  be  main¬ 
tained — there  would  have  been  a  little  ground  for 
your  cenfure.  Whoever  noted  this  phrafe  at  the 
head  of  the  chapter,  had  better  reafon  for  doing 
it  than  you  have  attributed  to  them.  They  did 
it,  becaufe  St.  Paul  had  quoted  it,  when  he  was 
proving  to  the  Corinthians,  that  they  who  preach¬ 
ed  the  gofpelhad  a  right  to  live  by  the  goipel ;  it 
was  Paul,  and  not  the  priefts,  who  fir  ll  applied 
-  .  .  this 
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this  phrafe  to  ty thing.  St.  Paul,  indeed,  did  not 
avaii  himfelf  of  the  right  he  contended  for;  he 
was  net,  therefore,  interefted  in  what  he  fa  id. 
"I  he  realon  on  which  he  grounds  the  right  is  not 
merely  this  quotation,  which  you  ridicule;  nor 
the  appointment  of  die  law  of  Mofes,  which  you 
think  fabulous ;  nor  the  injundlion  of  Jefus,, 
which  you  defpife :  no,  it  is  a  reafon  founded  in 
die  nature  of  things,  and  which  no  philofopher,, 
no  unbeliever,  no  naan  of  common  fenfe.  can  deny 
to  be  a  felid  reafon;  it  amounts  to  this — that; 

the  labourer  is  worthy  of  his  hire.”  Nothing 
is  fo  much  a  man’s  own  as  his  labour  and  inge¬ 
nuity  ;  and  it  is  entirely  confonant  to  the  law  of 
nature,  that  by  the.  innocent  ufe  of  thefehe  fhouid 
provide  for  his  fubfiffence..  Hufbandmen,  artffts, 
foldiers,  phyficians,  lawyers,  all  let  out  their  la¬ 
bour  and  talents  for  a  ftipulated  reward:  why 
may  not  a  pried:  do  the  fame?  Some  accounts 
of  you  have  been,  publifhed- in  England;  but, 
conceiving  them  to  have  proceeded  from  a  delign 
to  injure  your  charadfer,  1  never  read  them.  I 
know  nothing  of'  your  parentage,  your  educa¬ 
tion,  or  condition  in  life.  You  may  have  been 
elevated*  by  your  birth,  above  the  neceffity  of 
acquiring  the  means  of  fuftaining  life  by  the  la¬ 
bour  either  of  hand  or  head:  it  this  be  the  cafe, 
you  ought  not  to  defpife  thofe  who  have  come 
into  the  world  in  lels  favourable  circumftances. 
If  your  origin  has  been  lels  fortunate,  you  muff 
have  lupported  yourlelf,  either  by  manual  labour, 
or  the  exercife  of  your  genius.  Why  ill ould  you 
think  that  conduct  diireputable  in  prieils,  which 

you 
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^you  probably  confider  as  laudable  in  yourfelf  ?  I 
know  not  whether  you  have  not  as  great  a  diflike 
of  kings  as  of  priefts :  but  that  you  may  be  in¬ 
duced  to  think  more  favourably  of  men  of  my 
profeftion,  I  will  juft  mention  to  you  that  the 
payment  of  tythes  is  no  new  inftitution,  but  that 
they  were  paid  in  the  moft  ancient  times,  not  to 
•priefts  only,  but  to  kings.  I  could  give  you  an 
hundred  inftances  ol  this :  two  may  be  fuificient. 
Abraham  paid  tythes  to  the  king  of  Salem,  four 
hundred  years  before  the  law  of  Moles  was  given.  • 
The  king  of  Salem  was  prieft  alfo  of  the  molt 
rhigh  God.  Priefts,  you  fee,  exifted  in  the  world, 
and  were  held  in  high  eftimation,  for  kings  were 
priefts,  long  before  the  impoftures,  as  you  efteem 
them*  of  the  jewifh  and  chriftian  difpenfations 
were  heard  of.  But  as  this  inftance  is  taken  from 
a  book  which  you  call  “  a  book  of  contradictions 
and  lies” — the  Bible, — I  will  give  you  another, 
ifrom  a  book,  to  the  authority  of  which,  as  it  is 
written  by  a  profane  author,  you  probably  will 
not  objecft.  Diogenes  Laertius ,  in  his  life  of 
Solon ,  cites  a  letter  of  Fifijlratus  to  that  law¬ 
giver,  in  which  he  fays — I,  Piftftratus,  the 
tyrant,  am  contented  with  the  ftipends  which 
were  paid  to  thofe  who  reigned  before  me;  the 
•people  of  Athens  fet  apart  a  tenth  of  the  fruits 
of  their  land,  not  for  my  private  ufe,  but  to  be 
^expended  in  the  public  facrilices,  and  for  the  ge¬ 
neral  .goodP  * 


LETTER 


Having  done  with  what  you  .  call  th£ 

grammatical  evidence  that  Mofes  was  not 
the  author  of  the  books  attributed  to  him,  you 
come  to  your  hiftorical  and  chronological  evi¬ 
dence;  and  you  begin  with  Genefis.  Your  drift 
argument  is  taken  from  the  Tingle  ward — Dan — - 
being  found  in  Genefis,  when  it  appears  from  the 
book  of  Judges,  that  the  town  of  Laifh  was  not 
called  Dan,  till  above  three  hundred  and  thirty 
years  after  the  death  of  Mofes  ;  therefore  the  wri¬ 
ter  of  Genefis,  you  conclude,  muff  have  lived 
after  the  town  of  Laifh  had  the  name  of  Dan  given 
to  it.  Left  this  objedlicn  ftiould  not  be  obvious 
enough  to  a  common  capacity,  you  illuftrate  it  in 
the  following  manner:  “  Havre-de-Grace  was 
called  Havre-Marat  in  1793;  ftiould  then  any 
datelefs  writing  be  found,  in  after  times,  with  the 
name  of  Havre-Marat,  it  would  be  certain  evi¬ 
dence  that  inch  a  writing  could  not  have  been 
written  till  after  the  year  1793.”  This  is  a  wrong 
conclufion.  Suppofe  fome  hot  republican  fhould 
at  this  day  publifh  a  new  edition  of  any  old  hiftory 
of  France,  and  inftead  of  Havre-de-Grace  ftiould 
write  Havre-Marat ;  and  that,  two  or  three  thou- 
fand  years  hence,  a  man,  like  yourfelf,  ftiould, 
on  that  account,  reject  the  whole  hiftory  as  fpu- 
rious,  would  lie  be  juftified  in  fo  doing  ?  Would 
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it  not  be  reafonable  to  tel]  him — that  the  name 
Havre-Marat  had  been  inferted,  not  by  the  ori^L 
nal  author  of  the  hiftory,  but  by  a  fubiequent  edi¬ 
tor  of  it;  and  to  refer  him,  for  a  proof  of  the  ge- 
nuinenefs  of  the  book,  to  the  teftimony  of  the 
whole  French  nation?  This  fuppofition  fo  ob- 
vioufly  applies  to  your  difficulty,  that  I  cannot  but 
recommend  it  to  your  impartial  attention.  But 
if  this  folution  does  not  pleafe  you,  I  defire  it  may 
be  proved,  that  the  Dan ,  mentioned  in  Genefis, 
was  the  fame  town  as  the  Dan ,  mentioned  in 
Judges.  I  defire,  further,  to  have  it  proved,  that 
the  Dan,  mentioned  in  Genefis,  was  the  name  of 
a  town,  and  not  of  a  river.  It  is  merely  faid — 
Abram  purfued  them,  the  enemies  of  Lot,  to  Dan. 
Now  a  river  was  full  as  likely  as  a  town  to  flop 
a  purluit.  Lot ,  we  know,  was  fettled  in  the 
plain  of  Jordan-,  and  Jordan,  we  know,  was 
compofed  of  the  united  dreams  of  two  rivers, 
called  Jor  and  Dan . 

Your  next  difficulty  refpedls  its  being  faid  in 
Genefis— “  Thefe  are  the  kings  that  reigned  in 
Laom  beiOre  there  reigned  any  king  over  the 
children  of  Iirael : — this  pafifage  could  only  have 
■been  written,  you  fay,  (and  1  think  you  fay  right¬ 
ly)  after  the  firft  king  began  to  reign  over  Ifrael; 
fo  far  from  being  written  by  Mofes,  it  could  not 
have  been  written  till  the  time  of  Saul  at  the  leaij.” 
f  admit  this  inference,  but  I  deny  its  application. 
A  fmall  audition  to  a  book  does  not  deftroy  either 
the  genuinenefs  or  the  authenticity  of  the  whole 
book.  I  am  not  ignorant  of  the  manner  in  which 
commentators  have  anfwered  this  objection  of 
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Spinoza,  without  making  the  conceftion  which  I 
have  made ;  but  I  have  no  Icruple  in  admitting, 
that  the  paftage  in  queftion,  con  hiding  or  nine 
verfes,  containing  the  genealogy  of  fome  kings  of 
Edom,  might  have  been  inferted  in  the  oook  of 
Genehs,  after  the  book  of  Chronicles  (which  was 
called  in  Greek  by  a  name  importing  that  it  con¬ 
tained  things  left  out  in  other  books)  was  written. 
The  learned  have  {hewn,  that  interpolations  have 
happened  to  other  books;  but  thefe  insertions,  by 
other  hands,  have  never  been  confideiedas  inva¬ 
lidating  the  authority  of  thole  books. 

u  Take  away  from  Genehs,”  you  fay?  6i  the 
belief  that  Moles  was  the  author,  on  which  only 
the  hrange  belief  that  it  is  the  Woid  of  God  has 
hood,  and  there  remains  nothing  of  Genehs  but 
an  anonymous  book  of  hones,  tables,  tiaditionary 
or  invented  abfurdities,  or  of  downright  lies.”— 
What !  is  it  a  hory  then,  that  the  world  had  a 
beginning,  and  that  the  author  of  it  was  ood ?  it 
you  deem  this  a  hory,  I  am  not  diiputmg  with  a 
deihical  philofopher,  but  with  an  atheiftic  mad¬ 
man.  Is  it  a  hory,  that  our  hrh  parents  fell  from 
a  paradifiacal  hate— that  this  earth  wasdehroyed  . 
by  a  deluge— that  Noah  and  his  fami  y  were  pre- 
ferved  in  die  ark,  and  that  the  world  has  been  re¬ 
peopled  by  his  defeendants  ?— Look  into  a  book 
fo  common  that  almoh  every  body  has  it,  and  lo 
excellent  that  no  perfon  ought  to  be  without  it— 
Grotius  on  the  truth  of  the  chnftian  religion  an 
you  will  there  meet  with  abundant  teftimony  to 
L  truth  of  all  the  principal  fads  recorded  m  Ge- 
nefis.  The  teftimony  is  not  that  oi  jews,  chu- 


tiaras,  and  priefts ;  it  is  the  teftimony  of  the  philo- 
fophers,  hiftorians,  and  poets  of  antiquity.  The 
oldeft  book  in  the  world  isGenefis;  and  it  is  re¬ 
markable,  that  thofe  books  which  come  near  eft 
to  it  in  age,  are  thofe  which  make  either  the  moft 
diftindf  mention,  or  the  moft  evident  allufion  to 
the  fa&s  related  in  Genefis  concerning  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  the  world  from  a  cnaotic  mais,  the  piime- 
val  innocence  and  fubfequent  tall  of  man,  the 
longevity  of  mankind  in  the  firft  ages  of  the  world, 
the  depravity  of  the  antediluvians,  and  tne  de  it  ruc¬ 
tion  of  the  world. — Read  the  tenth  chapter  of  Ge¬ 
nefis.  It  may  appear  to  you  to  contain  nothing 
but  an  uninterefting  narration  of  the  defcendants 
of  Shem,  Ham ,  and  Japheth\  a  mere  fable,  an 
invented  abfurdity,  a  downright  lie.  No,  fir,  it 
is  one  of  the  moft  valuable,  and  the  moft  vene¬ 
rable  records  of  antiquity.  It  explains  what  all 
profane  hiftorians  were  ignorant  of — the  origin  of 
nations.  Had  it  told  us,  as  other  books  do,  that 
one  nation  had  fprung  out  of  the  eardi  they  in¬ 
habited  ;  another  from  a  cricket  or  a  grafshopper ; 
another  from  an  oak ;  another  from  a  mufhroom ; 
another  from  a  dragon’s  tooth;  then  indeed  it 
would  have  merited  tine  appellation  you,  with  fo 
much  temerity,  bellow  upon  it.  Inftead  of  thefe 
abfurdities,  it  gives  fucli  an  account  of  the  peo¬ 
pling  the  earth  after  the  deluge,  as  no  other  book 
in  the  world  ever  did  give  ;  and  the  truth  of  which 
all  other  books  in  the  world,  which  contain  any 
thing  on  the  fubjedd,  confirm.  The  laft  verie  of 
the  chapter  fays — 44  Thefe  are  the  families  of  the 
fons  of  Noah,  after  their  generations,  in  their  na¬ 
tions: 
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tions:  and  by  thefe  were  the  nations  divided  irt 
the  earth,  after  the  flood.’ ’  It  would  require  great 
learning  to  trace  out,  precifely,  either  the  actual 
Situation  of  all  the  countries  in  which  thefe  found¬ 
ers  of  empires  fettled,  or  to  afcertain  the  extent 
of  their  dominions.  This,  however,  has  been 
done  by  various  authors,  to  the  fatisfa£tion  of  all 
competent  judges ;  fo  much  at  leafc  to  my  fatis- 
fadlion,  that  had  I  no  other  proof  of  the  authen¬ 
ticity  of  Genefis,  1  fhould  confider  this  as  fuf- 
ficient.  But  without  the  aid  of  learning,  any 
man  who  can  barely  read  his  Bible,  and  has  but 
heard  of  fuch  people  as  the  AJJyrians ,  the  Ela- 
/ elites ,  the  Lydians ,  the  Alcdcs,  the  lonians  the 
Th  racians ,  will  readily  acknowledge  that  they 
had  Ajjur ,  and  Elam ,  and  Lud,  and  Ada  da  l,  and 
Javan,  and  fir  as,  grandfons  of  Noah ,  for  their 
Jrefpetfhve  founders;  and  knowing  this,  he  will 
not,  I  hope,  part  with  his  Bible,  as  a  fyftem  of 
fables.  I  am  no  enemy  to  philofophy ;  but  when 
philofophy  would  rob  me  of  my  Bible,  I  mu  ft 
fiy  of  it,  as  Cicero  faid  of  the  twelve  tables — 
This  little  book  alone  exceeds  the  libraries  of  all 
the  philofophers  in  the  weight  of  its  authority, 
and  in  the  extent  of  its  utility. 

f  rom  the  abufe  of  the  Bible,  you  proceed  to 
that  of  Moles,  and  again  bring  forward  the  fub- 
jc6l  of  his  wars  in  the  land  of  Canaan.  There 
are  many  men  w7ho  look  upon  all  war  (would  to 
God  that  all  men  faw  it  in  the  fame  light  i)  with 
extreme  abhorrence,  as  afflicting  mankind  with 
calamities  not  necelfary,  Blocking  to  humanity, 
and  repugnant  to  reafon.  But  is  it  repugnant  to 
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reafon  that  God  fhould,  by  an  exprefs  a £f  of  his 
providence,  deilroy  a  wicked  nation  ?  1  am  fond 

of  confidering  the  goodncfs  of  God  as  the  leading 
principle  of  his  conduct  towards  manxmd,  ot  con¬ 
fidering  his  juftice  as  fubfervient  to  his  mercy. 
He  p uni fhes  individuals  and  nations  with  tire  rod 
of  his  wrath ;  brjt  I  am  perfuaded  that  all  his  pu- 
niflnnents  originate  in  his  abhorrence  of  lin;  are 
calculated  to  leffen  its  influence,  and  are  proofs  of 
hisgoodnefs;  inafmuch  as  it  may  not  be  poffible 
for  Omnipotence  itfelf  to  communicate  fupreme 
bappinefs  to  the  human  race,  wliilft  thev  continue 
fervants  of  fin.  Thedeftrudtion  of  the  Canaanites 
exhibits  to  all  nations,  in  all  ages,  a  fignal  proof 
of  God’s  difpleafure  again!!  (in;  it  has-been  to 
others,  and  it  is  to  ourfelves,  a  benevolent  warn¬ 
ing,  Mofes  would  have  been  the  wretch  you 
reprefent  him,  had  he  a  died  by  his  own  authority 
alone:  but  you  may  as  reafonably  attribute  cru¬ 
elty  and  murder  to  the  judge  of  the  land  in  con¬ 
demning  criminals  to  death,  as  butchery  and  maf- 
facre  to  Mofes  in  executing  the  command  of  God. 

The  Midianites,  through  the  counfei  of  Ea- 
laam,  and  by  the  vicious  indrumentajity  of  their 
women,  had  (educed  a  part  of  the  Israelites  to 
idolatry  ;  to  the  impure  worfhlp  of  their  infamous 
god  Baal-peor: — for  this  offence,  twenty-four 
thoufand  Ifraelites  had  perifhed  in  a  plague  from 
heaven ;  and  Mofes  received  a  command  from 
God,  “  to  imite'  the  Midianites,  who  had  beguiled 
the  people.  An  army  was  equipped,  and  fent 
againfl:  Midi  an.  When  the  army  returned  vic¬ 
torious,  Mofes  and  the  princes  of  the  congregation 
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went  to  meet  it;  u  and  Mofes  was  wroth  with 
the  officers.”  He  obferved  the  women  captives, 
and  he  afked  with  a  ftoni  foment,  44  Have  you 
faved  all  the  women  alive?  Behold,  thefecaufed 
the  children  of  Ilrael,  through  the  counfel  of  Ba¬ 
laam,  to  commit  trefpafs  againtl  the  .Lord  in  the 
matter  of  Peor,  and  there  was  a  plague  among 
the  congregation.”  He  then  gave  an  order  that 
the  boys  and  the  women  fhould  be  put  to  death, 
but  that  the  young  maidens  fhould  be  kept  alive 
ior  tnemfelves.  I  fee  nothing  in  this  proceeding, 
hut  good  policy,  combined  with  mercy.  The 
young  men  might  have  become  dangerous  aven¬ 
gers  of,  what  they  would  efleem,  their  country’s- 
wrongs ;  the  mothers  might  have  again  allured  the 
Ifraelites  to  the  love  of  licentious  plea  fores  and  the 
practice  of  idolatry,  and  brought  another  plague 
upon  the  congregation ;  but  the  young  maidens, 
not  being  polluted  by  the  flagitious  habits  of  their 
mothers,  nor  likely  to  create  difturbance  by  re¬ 
bellion,  were  kept  alive.  You  give  a  different 
turn  to  the  matter;  veu  fay — 44  that  thirty-two 
thoufand  women-children  were  configned  to  de¬ 
bauchery  by  the  order  of  Mofes.” — Prove  this, 
and  I  will  allow  that  Mofes  was  the  horrid  mon- 
iler  you  make  him — prove  this,  and  I  will  allow 
that  the  Bible  is  what  you  call  it — 44  a  book  of 
lies,  wickcdnefs,  and  blafphemy”- — prove  this,  or 
excufe  my  warmth  if  I  fay  to  you,  as  Paul  faid  to 
Ely  mas  the  forcerer,  who  fought  to  turn  away 
Sergius  Paulus  from  the  faith,  44  O  full  of  all  fub- 
tilty,  and  all  mifehief,  thou  child  of  the  devil, 
thou  enemy  of  all  righteoufnefs,  wilt  thou  not 
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ceafe  to  pervert  the  right  ways  of  the  Lord?” — 

I  did  not,  when  I  began  thefe  letters,  think  that 
I  fhould  have  been  moved  to  this  feverity  of  re¬ 
buke,  by  any  thing  you  could  have  written ;  but 
when  io  grofs  a  mifreprefentation  is  made  of 
God’s  proceedings,  coolnefs  would  be  a  crime. 
The  women-children  were  not  referved  for  the 
purpofes  of  debauchery,  but  of  flaveiy ;  a  cuf- 
tom  abhorrent  from  our  manners,  but  every  where 
pra&ifed  in  former  times,  and  hill  praCfifed  in 
countries  where  the  benignity  of  the  chridian  le- 
ligion  has  not  foftened  the  ierocity  ot  human  na¬ 
ture.  You  here  admit  a  part  of  the  account  given 
in  the  Bible  refpeCling  the  expedition  againd  Mi- 
dian  to  be  a  true  account:  it  is  not  unreafonable 
to  defire  that  you  will  admit  the  whole,  or  fhew 
fufficient  reafon  why  you  admit  one  part,  and  ie- 
jeCt  the  other.  I  will  mention  the  part  to  which 
you  have  paid  no  attention.  I  he  Ifraelitifh  army 
confided  but  of  twelve  thoufand  men,  a  mere 
handful  when  oppoled  to  the  people  of  Midian ; 
yet,  when  the  officers  made  a  muder  of  iheir 
troops  after  their  return  from  the  war,  they  xound 
that  they  had  not  lod  a  fugle  man  !  T  his  cir- 
cumdance  druck  them  as  fo  decdive  an  evidence 
of  God’s  interpofition,  that  out  of  the  fpoils  tney 
had  taken  they  offered  “  an  oblation  to  trie  Lord, 
an  atonement  for  their  fouls.”  Do  but  believe 
what  the  captains  of  thoufands,  and  tne  captains 
of  hundreds,  believed  at  the  time  when  thefe  things 
happened,  and  we  fhall  never  more  hear  of  your 
objections  to  the  Bible,  from  its  account  of  the 
wars  of  Mofes. 
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\  ou  produce  two  or  three  other  objections  re- 
fpedting  the  genuinenefs  of  the  firft  live  books 
or  the  Bible.  I  cannot  hop  to  notice  them: 
every  commentator  anfwers  them  in  a  manner 
luited  to  the  apprehenfion  of  even  a  mere  Engfifh 
reader.  You  calculate,  to  the  thoufandth  part 
or  an  inch,  the  length  of  the  iron  bed  of  Og  the 
king  ot  Bafan ;  but  you  do  not  prove  that  the  bed 
was  too  big  lor  the  body,  or  that  a  Patagonian 
would  hav e  been  loft  in  it.  Y ou  make  no  allows 
ance  for  the  lize  of  a  royal  bed;  nor  ever  fufpedh 
mat  kind  Og  might  have  been  poffeiTed  with  the 
lame  kind  of  vanity,  which,  occupied  the  mind  of 
king  Alexander,  when  he  ordered  his  fold  ers  to 
enlarge  the  lize  of  their  beds,  that  they  might  give 
to  the  Indians,  in  fucceeding  ages,  a  great  idea  of 
the  prodigious  feature  of  a  Macedonian.  In  many 
parts  of  your  work  you  fpeak  much  in  commen¬ 
dation  of  fcience.  I  join  with  you  in  every  com¬ 
mendation  you  can  give  it:  but  you  fpeak  of  it. 
in  fuch  a  manner  as  gives  room  to  believe,  that 
you  are  a  gieat  proficient  in  it;  if  this  be  the 
rale,  I  would  recommend  a  problem  to  your  atten¬ 
tion,  the  folution  of  which  you  will  readily  allow 
to  be  far  above  the  powers  of  a  man  converfanfc 
only,  as  you  reprefent  priefts  and  hilhops  to  he, 
in  hie,  heze,  hoc.,.  The  problem  is  this — To  de-. 
termine  the  height  to  which  a  human  body,  pre- 
ferving  its  fimilarity  of  figure,  may  be  augment¬ 
ed,  before  it  will  perifh  by  its  own  weight. — * 
When  you  have  lclved  this  problem,  we  ihall 
know  whether  the  bed  of  the  king  of  Bafan  was 
too  big  tor  any  giant;  whether  theexiilence  of  a 
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man  twelve  or  fifteen  feet  high  is  in  the  nature  of 
things  irnpoffible.  My  philofophy  teaches  me  to 
doubt  of  many  things ;  but  it  does  not  teach  me  to 
rejedf  every  teilimony  which  is  oppohte  to  my 
experience :  had  I  been  born  in  Shetland,  I  could* 
on  proper  teflimony,  have  believed  in  the  exifl- 
ence  of  the  Lincolnfliire  ox,  or  of  the  largefl  dray- 
horfe  in  London ;  though  the  oxen  and  horfcs  ia 
Shetland  had  not  been  bigger  than  maftifhs. 


LETTER  IV. 

HAVING  finifhed  your  objedlions  to  the 
genuinenefs  of  the  books  of  Mofes,  you 
proceed  to  your  remarks  on  the  book  of  Jofhua ; 
and  from  its  internal  evidence  you  endeavour  to 
prove,  that  this  book  was  not  written  by  Jofhua. 
— What  then  ?  what  is  your  conelulion  ? — “  that 
it  is  anonymous,  and  without  authority.” — Stop 
a  little;  your  conclufion  is  not  connedted  with 
your  premiles ;  your  friend  Euclid  would  have 
been  afhamed  of  it.  “  Anonymous,  and  there¬ 
fore  without  authority  !”  I  have  noticed  this 
folecifm  before ;  but  as  you  frequently  bring  it 
forward,  and,  indeed,  your  book  hands  much  in 
need  of  it,  I  will  fubmit  to  your  conflderati on 
another  oblervation  on  the  lubjedL —  I  he  book 
called  Fleta  is  anonymous ;  but  it  is  not  on  that 
account  without  authority. — Domefday-book  is 

anonymous, 


ft  .  ! 

m  I  M  , 


;’fcl 

M  ■ 
i'l 


(  46  ) 

anonymous,  and  was  written  above  feven  hundred 
years  ago;  yet  our  courts  of  law  do  not  hold  it 
to  be  without  authority,  as  to  the  matters  of  fa 61 
related  in  it.  Y  es,  you  will  fay,  but  this  book 
has  been  preferred  with  hngular  care  among!}  the 
records  ot  the  nation.  And  who  told  you  that 
the  jews  had  no  records,  or  that  they  did  not  pre- 
ferve  them  with  lingular  care  ?  Jofephus  fays  the 
contrary  :  and,  in  the  Bible  itfell,  an  appeal  is  made 
to  many  books,  which  have  perifhed;  fuch  as  the 
book  ot  jafher,  the  book  o!  Nathan,  of  Abijah, 
of  Iddo,  of  Jehu,  of  natural  hiilory  by  Solomon, 
of  the  acts  ot  Manaiieh,  and  others  which  might 
be  mentioned.  If  any  one,  having  accefs  to  the 
journals  ot  the  lords  and  commons,  to  the  books 
of  the  treafuiy,  war-office,  privy  council,  and 
other  public  documents,  lhould  at  this  day  write 
an  hiftory  of  the  reigns  of  George  the  hrfl  and 
fecond,  and  fhould  publifh  it  without  his  name, 
would  any  man,  three  or  four  hundreds  or  thou- 
fands  ot  years  hence,  queftion  the  authority  of 
that  book,  when  he  knew  that  the  whole  Britifh 
nation  had  received  it  as  an  authentic  book,  from 
the  time  or  its  fir!}  publication  to  the  age  in  which 
lie  lived  ?  This  fuppofition  is  in  point.  The  books 
of  the  OldTeftament  were  compofed  from  the  re¬ 
cords  of  the  jewifh  nation,  and  they  have  been 
received  as  true  by  that  nation,  from  the  time  in 
which  they  were  written  to  the  prefent  day. 
Dodlley’s  Annual  Regifter  is  ah  anonymous 
book;  we  only  know  the  name  of  its  editor;  the 
New  Annual  Regifter  is  an  anonymous  hook; 
the  Reviews  are  anonymous  books ;  but  do  we, 

or 
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m  will  our  pofterity,  efteem  thefe  books  as  of  no 
authority?  On  the  contrary,  they  are  admitted 
at  nresent  and  will  be  received  in  alter  ages,  as 
IXSve  records  of  .he  civil  miliary,  aod 
literary  hillory  of  England  and  of  Europe.  So 
little  foundation  is  there  for  our  being  (larded  by 
your  affertion,  “  It  is  anonymous  and  without 

authority.”  ,  T  n 

If  I  am  right  in  this  reafonmg,  (and  1  proteit  to 

you  that  I  do  not  fee  any  error  in  it,)  all  the  argu- 

inents  you  adduce  in  proot  that  the  booked  Joihua 

was  not  written  by  Jofhua,  nor  that  ot  Samuel  by 

Samuel,  are  nothing  to  the  purpofe  for  which  you 

have  brought  them  forward:  thefe  books  may  be 

books  of  authority,  though  all  you  advance  ag'ainft 

the  genuineneis  of  them  fhould  he  granted.  No 

article  of  faith  is  injured  by  allowing  that  tneie  is 

no  fuch  pofitive  proof,  when  or  by  whom  thefe, 

and  fome  other  books  ot  holy  fcnptuie,  weie 

written,  as  to  exclude  all  poffibility  ot  doubt  and 

cavil.  There  is  no  neceffity,  indeed,  to  allow  this. 

The  chronological  and  hiftorical  difficulties 

which  others  before  you  have  pi  oduced,  have  been. 

anfwered,  and  as  to  greateft  part  of  them,  fo  well 

anfwered,  that  I  will  not  wafts  the  readei  s  time 

by  entering  into  a  particular  examination  of  them. 

You  make  yourfeli  merry  with  what  you  call 
the  tale  of  the  fun  {landing  Hill  upon  mount  Gi- 
bedn,  and  the  moon  in  the  valley  oi  Ajalon;  and 
you  fay  that  “the  ftory  detects  itfelt,  becaufe  tnere 
»  is  not  a  nation  in  the  world  that  knows  any  thing 
about  it.”  How  can  you  expedt  that  there  ihould, 

when  there  is  not  a  nation  in  the  world  wnole 

annals 
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annals  reach  this  asra  by  many  hundred  years  ?  It 
happens,  however,  that  you  are  probably  mifta- 
ken  as  to  the  fad:  a  confufed  tradition  concern¬ 
ing  this  miracle,  and  a  fimilar  one  in  the  time  of 
Ahaz,  when  the  fun  went  back  ten  degrees,  has 
been  preferved  amongft  one  of  the  mod  ancient 
nations,  as  we  are  informed  by  one  of  the  mot 
ancient  hiftorians,  Herodotus,  in  his  Euterpe 
fpeaking  of  the  Egyptian  priefts,  lays— “  They 
told  me  that  the  fun  had  four  times  deviated  from 
his  courfe,  having  twice  rifen  where  he  uniformly 
goes  down,  and  twice  gone  down  where  he  uni¬ 
formly  riles.  This,  however,  had  produced  no 
alteration  in  the  climate  of  Egypt;  the  fruits  of 
the  earth  and  the  phenomena"  of  the  Nile  had 
always  been  the  fame.”  (Beloe’s  Tranh.)  The 
lafl;  part  of  this  obfervation  confirms  the  conjec¬ 
ture,  tnat  this  account  of  the  Egyptian  priefls  had 
a  reference  to  the  two  miracles  reflecting  the  fun 
mentioned  in  lcripture ;  for  they  were  not  of  that 
kind  which  could  introduce  any  change  in  climates 
or  feafons.  You  would  have  been  contented  to 
admit  the  account  of  this  miracle  as  a  fine  piece 
of  poetical  imagery; — you  may  have  feen  fome 
jewifh  doctors,  and  fome  chriflian  commentators, 
who  confider  it  as  fuch  ;  but  improperly,  in  my 
opinion.  I  think  it  idle  at  lead,  if  not  impious, 
to  undertake  to  explain  how  the  miracle  was  per¬ 
formed  ;  but  one  who  is  not  able  to  explain  the 
mode  of  doing  a  thing,  argues  ill  if  he  thence  in¬ 
fers  that  the  thing  was  not  done.  We  are  per¬ 
fectly  ignorant  how  the  fun  was  formed,  how  the 
planets  were  projected  at  the  creation,  how  they 
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archill  retained  in  their  orbits  by  the  power  of 
gravity;  but  we  admit,  notwithhanding,  that  the 
fun  was  formed,  that  the  planets  were  then  pro¬ 
jected,  and  that  they  are  flill  retained  in  their  or¬ 
bits.  The  machine  of  the  univerfe  is  in  the  hand 
of  God ;  he  can  hop  the  motion  of  any  part,  or 
of  the  whole  of  it,  with  lefs  trouble  and  lefs  dan¬ 
ger  of  injuring  it,  than  you  can  hop  your  watch. 
In  tehiinony  of  the  reality  of  the  miracle,  the 
author  of  the  book  fays — u  Is  not  this  written  in 
the  book  of  Jafher?” — No  author  in  his  fenfes 
would  have  appealed,  in  proof  of  his  veracity,  to 
a  book  which  did  not  exih,  or  in  attehation  of  a 
fa£l  which,  though  it  did  exih,  was  not  recorded 
in  it;  we  may  fafely,  therefore,  conclude,  that,  at 
the  time  the  book  of  Jofhua  was  written,  there 
was  fuch  a  book  as  the  book  of  Jafher,  and  that 
the  miracle  of  the  fun’s  handing  hill  was  recorded 
in  that  book.  But  this  obfervation,  you  will  fay, 
does  not  prove  the  faff  of  the  fun’s  having  frood 
hill ;  1  have  not  produced  it  as  a  proof  of  that 
fa  cl :  but  it  proves  that  the  author  of  die  book  of 
Jofhua  believed  the  fa6t,  and  that  the  people 
of  Ilrael  admitted  the  authority  of  the  book  of 
Jafher.  An  appeal  to  a  fabulous  book  would 
have  been  as  fenfelefs  an  infult  upon  their  under- 
handing,  as  it  would  have  been  upon  our’s,  had 
Rapin  appealed  to  the  Aiabian  Night’s  Entertain¬ 
ment,  as  a  proof  of  the  battle  of  Hahings. 

I  cannot  attribute  much  weight  to  your  argu¬ 
ment  againh  the  g*muinenefs  of  the  book  of 
jofhua,  from  its  being  faid  that — “  Jofhua  burn¬ 
ed  Ai,  and  made  it  an  heap  for  ever,  even  a  defo- 
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Nation  unto  this  clay.”  Jofhua  lived  twenty-four 
years  after  the  burning  of  Ai :  and  if  he  wrote 
his  hittory  in  the  latter  part  of  his  life,  what  ab¬ 
surdity  is  there  in  faying,  Ai  is  Hill  in  ruins,  or  Ai 
is  in  ruins  to  this  very  day  ?  A  young  man,  who 
had  feen  the  heads  of  the  rebels,  in  forty-five,  when 
they  were  ttrtt  ftuck  upon  poles  at  Temple-Bar, 
might,  twenty  years  afterwards,  in  atteftation  of 
his  veracity  in  fpeaking  of  the  fa6f,  have  juftly 
faid — And  they  are  there  to  this  very  day.  Who¬ 
ever  wrote  the  gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  it  was  writ¬ 
ten  not  many  centuries,  probably  (I  had  almoffc 
faid  certainly)  not  a  quarter  of  one  century  after 
the  death  of  Jefus  ;  yet  the  author,  fpeaking  of  the 
potter’s  field  which  had  been  purchafed  by  the 
chief  prietts  with  the  money  they  had  given  Judas 
to  betray  his  matter,  fays,  that  it  was  therefore 
called  the  field  of  blood  unto  this  day,  and  in 
another  place  he  fays,  that  the  ttory  of  the  body 
ot  jefus  being  ttolen  out  of  the  fepulchre  was 
commonly  reported  among  the  jews  until  this 
day.  Mofes,  in  his  old  age,  had  made  ufe  of  a 
fimilar  expiettion,  when  he  put  the  Ifraelites  in 
mind  of  what  the  Lord  had  done  to  the  Egyptians 
in  the  red  fea :  “  The  Lord  hath  dettroyed  them 
unto  this  day.”  (Deut.  xi.  4.) 

In  the  laft  chapter  of  the  book  of  Jofhua  it  is 
related,  that  Jofhua  aflembled  all  the  tribes  of 
Ifrael  to  Shechem ;  and  there,  in  the  prefence  of 
the  elders  and  principal  men  of  Ifrael,  he  recapitu¬ 
lated,  in  a  ttiort  fpeech,  all  that  God  had  done  for 
their  nation,  from  the  calling  of  Abraham  to  that 
lime,  when  they  were  fettled  in  the  land  which 
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God  had  promifed  to  their  forefathers.  In  finifh- 
ing  Ins  Ipeech,  he  faid  to  them  1,4  Choole  you 
this' day  whom  you  will  ferve,  whether  the  gods 
which  your  fathers  ferved,  that  were  on  the  other 
tide  of  the  flood,  or  the  gods  of  the  Amorites,  in 
whofe  land  ye  dwell :  but  as  for  me  and  my  houfe, 
we  will  ferve  the  Lord.  And  the  people  anfwered 
and  faid,  God  forbid  that  we  fhould  forfake  the 
Lord,  to  ferve  other  gods.”  Jofliua  urged  far¬ 
ther,  that  God  would  not  fufFer  them  to  worfhip 
other  gods  in  fellowship  with  him  :  they  anfwered, 
that  44  they  would  ferve  the  Lord.”  jofhua  then 
faid  to  them,  44  Ye  are  witneffes  againfl  your- 
felves  that  ye  have  chofen  you  the  Lord  to  ierve 
him.  And  they  faid,  We  are  witneffes.”  Here 
was  a  Solemn  covenant  between  Jofhua,  on  the 
part  of  the  Lord,  and  all  the  men  of  Ifrael,  on 
their  own  part. — The  text  then  fays — 44  So  joihua 
made  a  covenant  with  the  people  that  day,  and 
fet  them  a  ftatute  and  an  ordinance  in  Shechem, 
and  Jojhua  wrote  thefe  veords  in  the  hook  of  the 
Law  of  God."  Here  is  a  proof  of  two  things — 
firft,  that  there  was  then,  a  few  years  after  the 
death  of  Mofes,  exifting  a  book  called  The  Book 
of  the  Law  of  God ;  the  fame,  without  doubt, 
which  Mofes  had  written,  and  committed  to  the 
cuflody  of  the  Levites,  that  it  might  be  kept  in 
the  ark  of  the  covenant  of  the  Lord,  that  it  might 
be  a  witnefs  againfl  them — fecondly,  that  jofhua 
wrote  a  part  at -leaf!  of  his  own  tranfadlions  in 
that  very  book,  as  an  addition  to  it.  It  is  not  a. 
proof  that  he  wrote  all  his  own  tranfadtions  in  any 
book;  but  I  fubmit  entirely  to  the  judgment  ot 

every 
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every  candid  man,  whether  this  proof  of  hishav- 

1d  ^  ecoi  ded  a  very  material  tranfa&ion,  does  not 
make  it  probable  that  he  recorded  other  material 
tranfadlions ;  that  he  wrote  the  chief  part  of  the 
book  of  Jofliua ;  and  that  fuch  things  as  happened 
after  his  death,  have  been  inferted  in  it  by  others, 
in  order  to  render  the  hiftory  more  complete. 

The  book  of  Jofhua,  chap.  vi.  ver.  26,  is 
quoted  in  the  hrh;  book  of  Kings,  chap.  xvi.  ven 
44;  44  In  his  (Ahab’s)  days  did  Hiel  the  Bethelite 
build  Jericho :  he  laid  the  foundation  thereof  in 
Abiram  his  firfl-born,  and  fet  up  the  gates  thereof 
in  his  youngeftfon  Segub,  according  to  the  word 
of  the  Lord,  which  he  fpake  by  Jofhua  the  fon 
ot  Nun."’  ’Here  is  a  proof  that  the  book  of  Jofhua 
is  older  than  the  firfb  book  of  Kings:  but  that  is 
not  all  which  may  reafonably  be  inferred,  1  do 
not  fay  proved,  from  this  quotation. — It  may  be 
inferred,  from  the  phrafe — according  to  the  word 
of  the  Lord  which  he  fpake  by  Jofhua  the  fon  of 
Nun — that  Jofhua  wrote  down  the  word  which 
the  Lord  had  Ipoken.  In  Baruch  (which,  though, 
an  apochrypha l  book,  is  authority  for  this  purpole) 
there  is  a  fimilar  phrafe— as  thou  fpakeft  by  thy 
fervant  Mofes  in  the  day  when  thou  didft  com¬ 
mand  him  to  write  thy  law . 

I  think  it  unneceffary  to  make  any  obfervatiou 
on  what  you  fay  relative  to  the  book  of  Jugdes; 
but  1  cannot  pafs  unnoticed  your  cenfure  of  the 
book  of  Ruth,  which  you  call  “'an  idle  bungling 
iforv,  foolifhly  told,  no  body  knows  bv  whom, 
about  a  Broiling  country  girl  creeping  flily  to  bed 
to  her  coulin  Boaz;  pretty  fluff',  indeed,”  you 

exclaim, 
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exclaim,  “  to  be  called  the  Word  of  God!” — 
It  teems  to  me  that  you  do  not  perfectly  compre¬ 
hend  what  is  meant  by  the  exprefilon — the  Word 
of  God — or  the  divine  authority  of  the  fcriptures : 
— I  will  explain  it  to  you  in  the  words  of  Dr. 
Law,  late  bifhop  of  Carlitle,  and  in  thofe  of  St. 
Auflin,  My  firft  quotation  is  from  bifhop  Law’s 
Theory  of  Religion,  a  book  not  undeferving  your 
notice. — 44  The  true  fenfe,  then,  of  the  divine  au¬ 
thority  of  the  books  of  the  Old  Teftament,  and 
which  perhaps  is  enough  to  denominate  them  in 
general  divinely  tnfpired ,  feems  to  be  this  ;  that 
as  in  thofe  times  God  has  all  along,  behde  the  in- 
fpection,  or  fu peri n tendency  of  his  general  provi¬ 
dence,  interfered  upon  particular  occafions,  by 
giving  exprefs commiffions  to fome  perfons  (thence 
called  prophets )  to  declare  his  will  in  various 
manners,  and  degrees  of  evidence,  as  bed:  fuited 
the  occalion,  time,  and  nature  of  the  fubjedl ;  and 
in  all  other  cafes  left  them  wholly  to  themfelves: 
in  like  manner,  he  has  interpofed  his  more  imme¬ 
diate  aliiftance,  and  notified  it  to  them,  as  they 
did  to  the  world,  in  the  recording  of  thefe  reve¬ 
lations  ;  fo  far  as  that  was  necefFary,  amid  ft  the 
common  (but  from  hence  termed  [acred)  hi  Rory 
of  thofe  times;  and  mixed  with  various  other  oc¬ 
currences;  in  which  the  hiftorian’s  own  natural 
qualifications  were  fufficient  to  enable  him  to  re¬ 
late  things  with  all  the  accuracy  they  required. ,:> 
The  padage  from  St.  Auflin  is  this — 44  1  am  of 
opinion,  that  thofe  men  to  whom  the  Holy  Ghbfl 
revealed  what  ought  to  be  received  as  authoritative 
in  religion,  might  write  fome  things  as  men  with 
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hillorical  diligence,  and  other  things  as  prophets 
by  divine  inspiration  ;  and  that  thefe  things  are  fo 
fciflin£f,  that  the  former  may  be  attributed  "to  them- 
feives  as  contributing  to  the  increafe  of  know¬ 
ledge,  and  the  latter  to  God  fpeaking  by  them 
things  appertaining  to  the  authority  of  religion. ?> 
- — Whether  this  opinion  be  right  or  wrong,  I  do 
not  here  inquire ;  it  is  the  opinion  of  many  learned 
men  and  good  chriffians:  and,  if  you  will  adopt 
it  as  your  opinion,  you  will  lee  caule,  perhaps, 
to  become  a  chriftian  yourfelf ;  you  will  fee  caufe 
to  conlider  chronological,  geographical,  or  ge¬ 
nealogical  errors — apparent  miftakes,  or  real  con¬ 
tradictions  as  to  hiftorical  fadts — needlels  repe¬ 
titionsandtrifling  interpolations — indeed,  you  will 
fee  caufe  to  conlider  all  the  principal  objections 
of  your  book  to  be  abfolutely  without  foundation. 
Receive  but  the  Bible  as  compofed  by  upright  and 
well  informed,  though,  in  feme  points,  fallible 
men,  (tor  I  exclude  all  fallibility  when  they  profefs 
to  deliver  the  Word  of  God.)  and  you  muft  re¬ 
ceive  it  as  a  book  revealing  to  you,  in  many  parts, 
the  expiels  will  of  God;  and  in  other  parts,  re¬ 
lating  to  you  the  ordinary  hiftory  of  the  times. 
Give  but  the  authors  of  the  Bible  that  credit  which 
you  give  to  other  hiftorions;  believe  them  to  de¬ 
liver  the  Word  of  God,  when  they  tell  you  that 
they  do  fo ;  believe,  when  they  relate  other  things 
as  of  themiclves  and  not  of  the  Lord,  that  they 
wrote  to  the  beft  of  their  knowledge  and  capacity, 
and  you  will  be  in  your  belief  fomething  very  dif¬ 
ferent  from  a  deift:  you  may  not  be  allowed  to 
aipire  to  the  character  of  an  orthodox  believer, 
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but  you  will  not  be  an  unbeliever  in  the  divine 
authority  of  the  Bible;  though  you  Ihould  admit 
human  miftakes  and  human  opinions  to  exift  in 
tome  parts  of  it.  This  I  take  to  be  the  firft  ftep.  • 
towards  the  removal  of  the  doubts  of  many  leep- 
tical  men ;  and  when  they  are  advanced  thus  tai , 
tjle  n  race  of  God,  aflifting  a  teachable  difpofition, 
aucU  pious  intention,  may  carry  them  on  to  per¬ 
fection.  .  .  ,  ,  n 

As  to  Ruth,  you  do  an  injury  to  her  character 

She  was  not  a  ftrolling  country  girl.  She  had 
been  married  ten  years ,  and  being  left  a  widow 
without  children,  Hie  accompanied  her  mother- 
in-law,  returning  into  her  native  country,  out  of 
which,  with  herhufband  and  her  two  fons,  Hie  had 
been  driven  by  a  famine.  The difturbances  in 
France  have  driven  many  men  with  their  families 
to  America:  if,  ten  years  hence,  a  woman,  hav¬ 
ing  loft  her  hufhand  and  her  children,  fhould  re¬ 
turn  to  France  with  a  daughter-in-law,  would  you 
be  juftified  in  calling  the  daughter-in-law  a  ftrol¬ 
ling  country  girl? — But  fhe  44  crept  fill y  to  bed 
to  her  coufin  Boazd’ — l  do  not  find  it  fo  in  the 
hiftory — as  a  perfon  imploring  protection,  fhe 
laid  herfelf  down  at  the  foot  of  an  aged  kinfman’s 
bed,  and  lire  rofe  up  with  as  much  innocence  as 
fhe  had  laid  herfelf  down.  She  was  afterwards 
married  to  Boaz,  and  reputed  by  all  her  neighbours 
a  virtuous  woman ;  and  they  were  more  likely  to 
know  her  cha^aCter  than  you  are.  .  Whoever^ 
reads  the  book  of  Ruth,  bearing  in  mind  the  fim- 
piicity  of  ancient  manners,  will  find  it  an  inieieft- 

iiig  ftory  of  a  poor  young  woman,  following  in 
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a  ft  range  land  the  advice,  and  afFe£tionateIy  at¬ 
taching  herfclf  to  the  fortunes  of  the  mother  of  her 

deceafed  hufband. 

-The  two  books  of  Samuel  come  next  under 
your  review.  You  proceed  to  fhew  that  thefe 
books  were  not  written  by  Samuel,  that  they  are 
anonymous,  and  thence  you  conclude  without 
authority.  1  need  not  here  repeat  what  I  have 
laid  upon  the  fallacy  of  your  conclufion;  and  as 
"O  Y)UI  proving  that  the  books  were  not  written 
y  Samuel,  you  might  have  fpared  yourfelf  fome 
trouble  if  you  had  recolle&ed,  that  it  is  generally 
at  muted,  that  Samuel  did  not  write  any  part  of  the 
iecond  book  which  bears  his  name,  and  only  a 
pait  or  the  firft.  ^  It  would,  indeed,  have  been  an 
inquiry  not  undeferving your  notice,  in  many  parts 
or  your  work,  to  have  examined  what  was  the 
opinion  of  learned  men  refpe&ing  the  authors  of 
tie  level al  books  of  the  Bible;  you  would  have 
found,  that  you  were  in  many  places  fighting  a 
phantom  of  your  own  raifng,  and  pro  vino  what 
was^  generally  admitted.  Very  little  certainty,  I 
think,  can  at  this  time  be  obtained  on  this  fu-bjedd ; 
but  that  you  may  have  fome  knowledge  of  what, 
has  been  conjectured  by  men  of  judgment,  I  will 
quote  to  you  a  pa  (Page  from  Dr.  Hartley’s  obfer- 
vations  on  man.  The  author  himfelf  does  not 
vouch  lor  the  truth  of  his  obfervation,  for  he  begins 
it  with  a  fuppoli tion. — “  I  fuppofe  then,  that& the 
Pentateuch  conftfts  of  the  writings  of  Mofcs ,  put 
together  by  Samuel ,  with  a  very  few  additions; 
that  the  books  of  Jofhua  and  Judges  were,  in  like 
manner,  collected  by  him ;  and  the  book  of  Ruth* 
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with  the  firft  part  of  the  firft  book  of  Samuel, 
written  by  him ;  that  the  latter  part  of  the  firft 
book  of  Samuel,  and  thefecond  book,  were  writ¬ 
ten  bv  the  prophets  who  fucceeded  Samuel,  fup- 
pofe  Nathan  and  Gad;  that  the  books  of  Kings 
and  Chronicles  are  extra&s  from  the  records  of 
the  fucceeding  prophets,  concerning  their  own 
times,  and  from  the  public  genealogical  tables, 
made  by  Ezra ;  that  the  books  of  Ezra  and  Ne- 
hemiah  are  colle&ions  of  like  records,  fome  writ¬ 
ten  by  Ezra  and  N eliemiah ,  and  fome  by  then 
predeceflors ;  that  the  book  of  Either  was  written 
by  fome  eminent  jew,  in  or  near  the  times  of  the 
tranfaction  there  recorded,  perhaps  Mor decai ;  the 
book  of  Job  by  a  jew,  of  an  uncertain  time;  the 
Pfalms  by  David ,  and  other  pious  perfons ;  the 
books  of  Proverbs  and  Canticles  by  Solomon  ;  the 
book  of  Ecclefiafles  by  Solomon ,  or  perhaps  by  a 
jew  of  later  times,  fpeaking  in  his  perfon,  but  not 
with  an  intention  to  make  him  pafs  for  the  author  > 
the  prophecies  by  the  prophets  whole  names  they 
bear ;  and  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  by  the 
perfons  to  whom  they  are  ufualiy  afcribed.,’ — I 
have  produced  this  paffage  to  you  not  merely  to 
fhew  you  that,  in  a  great  part  of  your  work,  you 
are  attacking  what  no  perfon  is  interefted  in  de¬ 
fending  ;  but  to  convince  you,  that  a  wile  and  good 
man,  and  a  firm  believer  in  revealed  religion,  foi 
fuch  was  Dr.  Hartley,  and  no  pried,  did  not  rejedt 
the  anonymous  books  of  the  Old  Teftament  as 
books  without  authority.  I  (hall  not  trouble  either 
you  or  myfelf  with  any  more  observations  on  tnai 
head;  you  may  aferibe  the  two  books  of  Kings, 
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and  the  two  books  of  Chronicles,  to  what  author® 
you  pleafe ;  I  am  latisfted  with  knowing  that  the 
annals  of  the  jewifh  nation  were  written  in  the 
tune  of  Samuel,  and,  probably,  in  all  fucceeding 
tyties,  by  men  of  ability,  w7ho  lived  in  or  near  the 
times  of  which  they  write..  Of  the  truth  of  this 
obfervation  we  have  abundant  proof,  not  only 
from  the  teftimony  of  Jofephus,  and  of  the  writers 
of  the  Talmuds,  but  from  the  Old  Teftament  itfelf, 

I  will  content  mylelf  with  citing  a  few  places _ 

“  Now  the  a&s  of  David  the  king,  hr  ft  and  laft, 
behold  they  are  written  in  the  book  of  Samuel  the 
leer,  and  in  the  book  of  Nathan  the  prophet,  and 
m  ^ie  book  of  Gad  the  feer.”  i  Chron.  xxix.  20. 
“  Now  the  reft  of  the  ads  of  Solomon,  firft  and 
laft,  aie  they  not  written  in  the  book  of  Nathan 
the  prophet,  and  in  the  prophecy  of  Ahijah  the 
Shilomte,  and  in  the  vi lions  of  Iddo  the  feer?”  2 
Chron.  ix.  29.—“  Now  the  adds  of  Rehoboam, 
firft  and  laft.,  are  they  not  written  in  the  book  of 
Shemaiah  the  piophet,  and  of  Iddo  tire  feer,  con¬ 
cerning  genealogies ?”  2Chron.xii.  15.— “Now 
the  reft  of  the  adds  of  Jehofhaphat,  hrft  and  laft, 
behold  they  are  written  in  the  book  of  Jehu  the 
fon  of  Hanani.”  2  Chron.  xx.  34.  Is  it  poftible 
tor  writers  to  give  a  ftronger  evidence  of  their  ve¬ 
racity,  than  by  referring  their  readers  to  the  books 
from  which  they  had  extracted  the  materials  of 
their  hiftory  ? 

44  The  two  books  of  Kings,”  you  fay,  “  are 
little  more  than  an  hiftory  of  aflaftinations,  treach¬ 
ery,  and  war.”  That  the  kings  of  Ifrael  and 
Judah  were  many  of  them  very  wicked  perfons, 
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is  evident  from  the  hiftory  which  is  given  of  them 
in  the  Bible;  but  it  ought  to  be  remembered,  that 
their  wickednefs  is  not  to  be  attributed  to  their 
religion ;  nor  were  the  people  of  Ifrael  chofen  to 
be  the  people  of  God,  on  account  of  their  wick¬ 
ednefs  ;  nor  was  their  being  chofen,  a  caufe  of- it. 
One  may  wonder,  indeed,  that,  having  experi¬ 
enced  fo  many  lingular  marks  of  God’s  goodnefs 
towards  their  nation,  they  did  not  at  once  become, 
and  continue  to  be,  (what,  however,  they  have 
long  been,)  ftrenuous  advocates  for  the  worlhip 
of  one  only  God,  the  maker  of  heaven  and  earth. 
This  was  the  purpofe  for  which  they  were  chofen, 
and  this  purpofe  has  been  accompli  Hied.  For 
above  three  and  twenty  hundred  years  the  jews 
have  uniformly  witneffed  to  all  the  nations  of  the 
-earth  the  unity  of  God,  and  his  abomination  of 
idolatry.  But  as  you  look  upon  “  the  appellation 
of  the  jews  being  God’s  chofen  people  as  a  He 
which  the  priefts  and  leaders  of  the  jews  had  in¬ 
vented  to  cover  the  bafenefs  of  their  own  charac¬ 
ters,  and  which  chriftian  priefts,  fometimes  as  cor¬ 
rupt,  and  often  as  cruel,  have  profefted  to  believe,” 
I  will  plainly  ftate  to  you  the  reafons  which  in¬ 
duce  me  to  believe  that  it  is  no  lie,  and  I  hope  they 
will  be  fuch  reafons  as  you  will  not  attribute  either 
ttO' cruelty  or  corruption. 

Fo  any  one  contemplating  the  univerfality  of 
things,  and  the  fabric  of  nature,  this  globe  of  earth, 
with  the  raeird welling  on  its  furface,  will  not  ap¬ 
pear  (excluiive  of  the  divinity  of  their  fouls)  of 
more  importance  than  an  hillock  of  ants ;  all  of 
which,  fame  with  corn,  i'ome  with  eggs,  fome 
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without  any  thing,  run  hither  and  thither,  builling 
about  a  little  heap  of  dud:. — This  is  a  thought  of 
the  immortal  Bacon ;  and  it  is  admirably  fitted  to 
humble  the  pride  of  philofophy,  attempting  to  pre- 
fcribe  forms  to  the  proceedings,  and  bounds  to  the 
attributes  of  God.  We  may  as  eafily  circumfcribe 
infinity,  as  penetrate  the  fecrct  purpofes  of  the 
Almighty.  There  are  but  two  ways  by  which  I 
can  acquire  any  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the 
Supreme  Being, — by  reafon,  and  by  revelation; 
to  you,  who  reject  revelation,  there  is  but  one. 
Now,  my  reafon  informs  me,  that  God  has  made 
a  great  difference  between  the  kinds  of  animals, 
with  refpedf  to  their  capacity  of  enjoying  happi¬ 
nefs.  Every  kind  is  perfedt  in  its  order ;  but  if 
we  compare  different  kinds  together,  one  will  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  greatly  fuperior  to  another.  An  ani¬ 
mal,  which  has  but  one  fenfe,  has  but  one  fourcc 
of  happinefs ;  but  if  it  be  fupplied  with  what  is 
fuited  to  that  fenfe,  it  enjoys  all  the  happinefs  of 
which  it  is  capable,  and  is  in  its  nature  perfect. 
Other  forts  of  animals,  which  have  two  or  three 
fenfes,  and  which  have  alfo  abundant  means  of 
gratifying  them,  enjoy  twice  or  thrice  as  much 
happinefs  as  thole  do  which  have  but  one.  In 
the  fame  fort  of  animals  there  is  a  great  difference 
amongft  individuals,  one  having  the  fenfes  more 
'perfect,  and  the  body  lefs  fubjedf  to  difeafe,  than 
another.  Hence,  if  I  were  to  form  a  judgment 
of  the  divine  goodnefs  by  this  ufe  of  my  reafon,  1 
could  not  but  fay  that  it  was  partial  and  unequal. 
— “  What  fhall  we  fay  then  ?  is  God  unjuft? 
God  forbid!”  His  goodnefs  may  be  unequal, 
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without  being  imperfedl ;  it  muft  be  eflimated  from 
the  whole,  and  not  from  a  part.  Every  order  of 
beings  is  fo  fufficient  for  its  own  happinefs,  and 
fo  conducive,  at  the  fame  time,  to  the  happinefs  of 
every  other,  that  in  one  view  it  feems  to  be  made 
for  itfelf  alone,  and  in  another  not  for  itfelf,  but 
for  every  other.  Could  we  comprehend  the  whole 
of  the  immenfe  fabric  which  God  hath  formed,  I 
am  perfuaded  that  we  fhould  fee  nothing  but  per- 
fedlion,  harmony,  and  beauty,  in  every  part  of  it; 
but  whilft  we  difpute  about  parts,  we  negledt 
the  whole,  and  difcern  nothing  but  fuppofed  ano¬ 
malies  and  defedts.  The  maker  of  a  watch,  or 
the  builder  of  a  (hip,  is  not  to  be  blamed  becaufe 
a  fpedfator  cannot  difcover  either  the  beauty  or 
the  ufe  of  disjointed  parts.  And  fhall  we  dare  to 
accufe  God  of  injuflice,  for  not  having  diftributed 
the  gifts  of  nature  in  the  fame  degree  to  all  kinds 
of  animals,  when  it  is  probable  that  this  very  in¬ 
equality  of  diftribution  may  be  the  mean  of  pro¬ 
ducing  the  greated  fum  total  of  happinefs  to  the 
whole  fyftem  ?  In  exadtly  the  fame  manner  may 
we  reafon  concerning  the  adts  of  God's  efpecial 
providence.  If  we  coniider  any  one  adt,  fuch  as 
that  of  appointing  the  jews  to  be  his  peculiar  peo¬ 
ple,  as  unconnedled  with  every  other,  it  may  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  a  partial  difplay  of  his  goodnefs;  it  may 
excite  doubts  Concerning  the  wifdom  or  the  be¬ 
nignity  ol  his  divine  nature.  But  if  we  connedl 
the  hiftory  of  the  jews  with  that  of  other  nations, 
from  the  mod  remote  antiquity  to  the  prefent  time, 
we  fhall  difcover  that  they  were  not  chofen  fo 
mucii  for  tneir  own  benefit,  or  on  account  of  their 
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own  merit,  as  for  the  general  benefit  of  mankind. 
-To  the  Egyptians,  Chaldeans,  Grecians,  Ro¬ 
mans,  to  all  the  people  of  the  earth,  they  wei  e 
formerly,  and  they  are  ftill  to  all  civilized  nations, 
a  beacon  fet  upon  an  hill,  to  warn  them  from  ido¬ 
latry,  to  light  them  to  the  fandtuary  of  a  God, 
holy,  juft,  and  good.  Why  fhould  we  fufpedt 
luch  a  difpenfation  of  being  a  lie  ?  when  even 
from  the  little  which  we  can  underhand  of  it,  wre 
fee  that  it  is  founded  in  wifdom,  carried  on  for  the 
general  good,  and  analogous  to  all  that  reafon 
teaches  us  concerning  the  nature  of  God. 

Several  things,  you  obferve,  are  mentioned  in 
the  book  of  the  Kings,  fuch  as  the  drying  up  of 
Jeroboam’s  hand,  the  afcent  of  Elijah  into  heaven, 
the  deftrudtion  of  the  children  who  mocked  Elifha, 
and  the  refurredtion  of  a  dead  man : — thefe  circum- 
ftances  being  mentioned  in  the  book  of  Kings,  and 
not  mentioned  in  that  of  Chronicles,  is  a  proof  to 
you  that  they  are  lies.  I  efteem  it  a  very  errone¬ 
ous  mode  of  reafon  Kg,  which,  from  the  filence  of 
one  author  concerning  a  particular  circumftance, 
infers  the  want  of  veracity  in  another  who  men¬ 
tions  it.  And  this  obfervation  is  Hill  more  cogent, 
when  applied  to  a  book  which  is  only  a  fupple- 
ment  to,  or  an  abridgment  of,  other  books :  and 
under  this  defcription  the  book  of  Chronicles  has 
been  confidered  by  all  writers.  But  though  you 
will  not  believe  the  miracle  of  the  drying  up  of 
Jeroboam’s  hand,  what  can  you  fay  to  the  pro¬ 
phecy  which  was  then  delivered  concerning  the 
future  defirudlion  of  the  idolatrous  alter  of  Jero¬ 
boam?  The  prophecy  is  thus  written,  1  Kings 
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■“  Behold,  a  child  fhalibe  born^unto  the 
K-.-ffi- of  David,  Jofiah  by  name,  and  upon  thee 
(Ae  altar)  (hall  he  offer  the  priefts  of  the  high 
places.” — Here  is  a  clear  prophecy ;  the  name, 
fanffiv  and  office  of  a  particuiai  perlon  aie  de- 
fcribed  in  the  year  975  (according  to  the  Bible 
chronology)  before  Chrift.  Above  350  years 
after  the  delivery  of  the  prophecy,  you  will  find, 
by  confulting  the  fecond  book  of  Kings,  (chap, 
xxiii.  15,  16.)  this  prophecy  fulfilled  in  all  its 

parts. 

You  make  a  calculation  that  Genefis  was  not 
written  till  800  years  after  Mofes,  and  that  it  is 
of  the  feme  age,  and  you  may  probably  think  of 
the  fame  authority,  as  vEfop’s  Fables.  You  give, 
what  you  call  the  evidence  of  this,  the  air  of  a 
demonftration — “  It  has  but  two  ftages: — firft, 
the  account  of  the  kings  of  Edom,  mentioned  in 
Genefis,  is  taken  from  Chronicles,  and  therefore 
the  book  of  Genefis  was  written  after  the  hook 
of  Chronicles: — fecondly,  the  book  of  Chroni¬ 
cles  was  not  begun  to  be  written  till  after  Zede- 
kiah,  in  whofe  time  Nebuchadnezzar  conquered 
Jerufalem,  588  years  before  Chrift,  and  more 
than  860  after  Mofes.” — Having  anfwered  this 
objection  before,  I  might  be  excufed  taking  any 
more  notice  of  it;  but  as  you  build  much,  in  this 
place,  upon  the  ftrength  of  your  argument,  I  will 
fhew  you  its  weaknefs,  when  it  is  properly  ftated. 
—A  few  verfes  in  the  book  ol  Genefis  could 
not  be  written  by  Mofes;  therefore  no  part  of 
Genefis  could  be  written  by  Mofes: — a  child 
would  deny  your  therefore . — Again,  a  few  verfes 
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m  the  hook  of  Genefis  could  not  be  written  by 
by  Alofcs ,  becaufe  they  fpeak  of  kings  of  Jfraeh 
there  having  been  no  kings  of  Ifrael  in  the  time 
of  Mofes ;  and  therefore  they  could  not  be  written 
by  Samuel ,  or  by  Solomon ,  or  by  any  other  per* 
Ion  who  lived  after  there  were  kings  in  Ifrael, 
except  by  the  author  of  the  book  of  Chronicles : 
— this  is  alfo  an  illegitimate  inference  from  your 
pofition. — Again,  a  few  verfes  in  the  book  of 
Genefis  are,  word  for  word,  the  fame  as  a  few 
verfes  in  the  book  of  Chronicles  ;  therefore  the 
author  of  the  book  of  Genefis  rnufl  have  taken 
them  from  Cnronicles: — another  lame  conclu- 
fion  !  Why  might  not  the  author  of  the  book 
of  Chronicles  have  taken  them  from  Genefis,  as 
he  has  taken  many  other  genealogies,  fuppohng 
them  to  have  been  infected  in  Genefis  by  Samuel? 
But  where,  you  may  afk,  could  Samuel,  or  any 
Other  perfon,  have  found  the  accountof  the  kings 
of  Edom  ?  Probably,  in  the  public  records  of  the 
nation,  which  were  certainly  as  open  for  infpec- 
lion  to  Samuel,  and  the  other  prophets,  as  they 
were  to  the  author  of  Chronicles.  1  hold  it  need^ 
lefs  to  employ  more  time  on  the  fubje£t. 
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^LETTER  V. 

AT  length  you  come  to  two  books,  Ezra 
and  Nehemiah,  which  you  allow  to  be  ge¬ 
nuine  books,  giving  an  account  of  the  return  of 
the  jews  from  the  Babylonian  captivity,  about  536 
years  before  Chrift;  but  then  you  fay,  “  Thofe 
accounts  are  nothing  to  us,  nor  to  any  other  per- 
fons,  unlefs  it  be  to  the  jews,  as  a  part  of  the  hi  (lory 
of  their  nation  ;  and  there  is  juft  as  much  of  the 
Word  of  God  in  thole  books,  as  there  is  in  any 
of  the  hiftories  of  France,  or  in  Ra pin’s  Hiftory 
of  England.”  Here  let  us  flop  a  moment  to  try 
if,  from  your  own  conceftions,  it  be  not  pofiible  to 
confute  your  argument.  Ezra  and  Nehemiah, 
you  grant,  are  genuine  books — “  but  they  are 
nothing  to  us  !”  The  very  fir  ft  verfe  of  Ezra 
fays  the  prophecy  of  Jeremiah  was  fulfilled : — is 
it  nothing  to  us  to  know  that  Jeremiah  was  a  true 
prophet?  Do  but  grant  that  the  Supreme  Being  . 
communicated  to  any  of  the  fons  of  men  a  know¬ 
ledge  of  future  events,  fo  that  their  predictions 
were  plainly  verified,  and  you  will  find  little  dif¬ 
ficulty  in  admitting  the  truth  of  revealed  religion. 
Is  it  nothing  to  us  to  know  that,  five  hundred  and 
thirty-fix  years  before  Chrift,  the  books  of  Chro¬ 
nicles,  Kings,  Judges,  Joihua,  Deuteronomy, 
Numbers,  Leviticus,  Exodus,  Geneiis,  every 
book  the  authority  of  which  you  have  attacked,' 
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are  all  referred  to  by  Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  as  au- 
ttientic  books,  containing  the  hifbory  of  the  Ifrael- 

itiili  nation  from  Abraham  to  that  very  time? _ 

Is  it  nothing  to  us  to  know  that  the  hiftory  of  the 
jews  is  true? — It  is  every  thing  to  us;  for  if  that 
hutory  be  not  true,  chriffiianity  mull  be  falfe. 
4  he  jews  are  the  root,  we  are  branches  “  grafted 
in  amongft  them  ;”  to  them  pertain  “  the  adoption, 
and  the  glory,  and  the  covenants,  and  the  giving 
°r  the  law,  and  the  fervice  of  God,  and  the  pro- 
mifes ;  whofe  are  the  fathers,  and  of  whom*  as 
concerning  the  flefh,  Chrift  came,  who  is  over  all, 
God  bleffed  for  ever.  Amen.” 

3  ^herhia°ry  °/  Old  Teft  ament  has,  without 
coubt,  lome  difficulties  in  it;  but  a  minute  philo¬ 
sopher,  who  bufies  himfelf  in  fearching  them  out, 
whilft  he  negfe&sto  contemplate  the  harmony  of 
ad  its  parts,  the  wifdom  and  goodnefs  of  God  diffi 
jyayed  throughout  the  whole,  appears  to  me  to  be 
like  a  purblind  man,  who,  in  furveying  a  picture, 
obje6Is  to  the  Simplicity  of  thedeftgn,  and  the  beau¬ 
ty  of  the  execution,  from  the  afperities  he  has  dis¬ 
covered  in  the  canvafs  and  the  colouring.  The 
hiftory  of  the  Old  Tefhment,  notwithftanding 
the  real  difficulties  which  occur  in  it,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  feoffs  and  cavils  of  unbelievers,  ap¬ 
pears  to  me  to  have  fuch  internal  evidences  of  its 
truth,  to  be  fo  corroborated  by  the  moll  ancient 
profane  hiftories,  fo  confirmed  by  the  prefent  cir-* 
cum  fiances  of  the  world,  that  if  I  were  not  a  chrif- 
tian,  I  would  become  a  jew.  Y ou  think  this  hiffi 
tory  to  be  a  collection  of  lies,  contradictions, 
blafphemies ;  I  look  upon  it  to  be  the  oldeft,  the 
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trueft,  the  moft  comprehenfive,  and  the  moft  im¬ 
portant  hifdory  in  the  world.  I  confider  it  as 
giving  more  fatisfa&ory  proofs  of  the  being  and 
attributes  of  God,  of  the  origin  and  end  of  human 
kind,  than  ever  were  attained  by  the  deepeld  re- 
fearches  ol  the  mold  enlightened  philolophers. 
The  exercife  of  our  reafon,  in  the  inveftigation  of 
truths  refpedding  the  nature  of  God,  and  the  future 
expectations  of  human  kind,  is  highly  ufeful ;  but 
I  hope  I  lhall  be  pardoned  by  the  metaphysicians, 
in  faying,  that  the  chief  utility  of  fuch  difquilitions 
co nfi Ids  in  this — that  they  bring  us  acquainted 
with  the  weaknefs  of  our  jntelleddual  faculties. 
I  do  not  prefume  to  meafure  other  men  by  my 
fdandard ;  you  may  have  clearer  notions  than  I  am 
aide  to  form  of  the  infinity  of  fpace  ;  of  the  eter¬ 
nity  of  duration;  of  neceffary  exifdence;  of  the 
connection  between  necelTary  exifdence  and  intel¬ 
ligence,  between  intelligence  and  benevolence : 
you  may  fee  nothing  in  the  univerfe  but  organized 
matter ;  or,  rejecting  a  material,  you  may  fee  no¬ 
thing  but  an  ideal  world.  With  a  mind  weary 
of  conjecture,  fatigued  by  doubt,  lick  of  diSputa- 
tion,  eager  for  knowledge,  anxious  for  certain¬ 
ty,  and  unable  to  attain  it  by  the  held  ufe  of  my 
reafon  in  matters  of  the  utmoid  importance,  I  have 
long  ago  turned  my  thoughts  to  an  impartial  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  proofs  on  which  revealed  religion 
is  grounded,  and  I  am  convinced  of  its  truth* 
This  examination  is  a  fubject  within  the  reach  of 
human  capacity ;  you  have  come  to  one  conclu¬ 
sion  refpedting  it,  I  have  come  to  another;  both 
of  us  cannot  be  right;  may  God  forgive  him  that 
k  in  an  error ! 
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You  ridicule,  in  a  note,  the  flory  of  an  angel 
appearing  to  Jofliua.  Your  mirth  you  will  per¬ 
ceive  to  be  mifplaced,  when  you  confider  the  de- 
hgn  of  this  appearance;  it  was  to  affure  Jofliua, 
that  the  fame  God  who  had  appeared  to,Mofes, 
ordering  him  to  pull  off  his  rtioes,  becaufehe  flood 
°l\  holy  ground,  had  now  appeared  to  himieif. 
^Vas  this  no  encouragement  to  a  man  who  was 
about  to  engage  in  war  with  many  nations  ?  Had 
it  no  tendency  to  confirm  his  faith  ?  Was  it  no 
lefTon  to  him  to  obey,  in  all  things,  the  commands 
of  God,  and  to  give  the  glory  of  his  conquefts  to 
tne  author  of  them,  tl^e  God  of  Abraham,  Haac, 
and  Jacob  ?  As  to  your  wit  about  pulling  off  the 
Ihoe,  it  originates,  1  think,  in  your  ignorance ;  you 
ought  to  have  known,  that  this  rite  was  an  indi¬ 
cation  of  reverence  for  the  divine  prefence;  and 
that.the  cuftom  of  entering  barefoot  into  their ■ 
temples  fubfifls,  in  fome  countries,  to  this  day. 

You  allow,  the  book  of  Ezra  to  be  a  genuine 
book :  but  that  the  author  of  it  may  not  eicape 
without  a  blow,  you  fay,  that  in  matters  of  record 
it  is  not  to  be  depended  on  ;  and  as  a  proof  of  your  > 
affertion,  you  tell  us  that  the  total  amount  of  the 
numbers  who  returned  from  Babylon  does  not 
correfpond  with  the  particulars;  and  that  every 
child  may  have  an  argument  for  its  infidelity,  you 
difplay  the  particulars,  and  fliew  your  own  fkill 
in  arithmetic,  by  fumming  them  up.  And  can 
you  fuppofe  that  Ezra,  a  man  of  great  learning, 
knew  fo  little  of  fcience,  fo  little  of  the  loweft 
branch  of  fcience,  that  he  could  not  give  his  readers 
the  fum  total  of  iixty  particular  funis?  You 
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know,  undoubtedly,  that  the  Hebrew  letters  de¬ 
noted  alfo  numbers ;  and  that  there  was  fuch  a 
great  fimilarity  between  fome  of  thefe  letters,  that 
it  was  extremely  eafy  for  a  tranfcriber  of  a  manu- 
fcript  to  mi  (lake  a  2  for  a  3  (or  2  for  20),  a  :  for 
a  j  (or  3  for  50),  a  *7  for  an  (or  4  for  200). 
Now  what  have  we  to  do  with  numerical  con- 
traditions  in  the  Bible,  but  to  attribute  them, 
wherever  they  occur,  to  this  obvious  fource  ot 
error — the  inattention  of  the  tranfcriber  in  writing 
one  letter  for  another  that  was  like  it? 

I  fhould  extend  thefe  letters  to  a  length  trou- 
blefome  to  the  reader,  to  you,  and  to  mylelf,  it 
I  anfwered  minutely  every  objedfion  you  have 
made,  and  redfified  every  error  into  which  you 
have  fallen;  it  rnay  be  fuificient  briefly  to  notice 
fome  of  the  chief.  The  character  reprefented  in 
Job  under  the  name  of  Satan  is,  you  fay,  “  the 
firft  and  the  only  time  this  name  is  mentioned  in 
the  Bible.”  Now  I  find  this  name,  as  denoting 
an  enemy,  frequently  occurring  in  the  Old  Tef- 
tament;  thus  2  Sam.  xix.  22.  “  What  have  I 

to  do  with  you,  ye  fons  of  Zeruiah,  that  ye  fhould 
this  day  be  adverfaries  unto  me?”  In  the  origi¬ 
nal  it  is  fatans  unto  me.  Again,  1  Kings  v.  4. 
“  The  Lord  my  God  hath  given  me  reft  on  every 
fide,  fo  that  there  is  neither  adverfary,  nor  evil  oc¬ 
cur  rent” — in  the  original,  neither  fatan  nor  evil. 
I  need  not  mention  other  places ;  thefe  are  fuf- 
ficient  to  {hew,  that  the  word  fatan,  denoting  an 
adverlary,  does  occur  in  various  places  of  the  Old 
Teftament;  and  it  is  extremely  probable  to  me, 
that  the  root  fatan  was  introduced  into  the  He¬ 
brew 
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^rew  an(l  other  eaftern  languages,  to  denote  an 
adverfary,  from  its  having  been  the  proper  name 
or  the  great  enemy  of  mankind.  I  know  it  is  an 
opinion  of  Voltaire,  that  the  word  fa  tan  is  not  older 
t.tan  the  Babylonian  captivity:  this  is  a  miftake, 
lor  it  is  met  with  in  the  hundred  and  ninth  pfalm, 
which  all  allow  to  have  been  written  by  David, 
long  before  the  captivity.  Now  we  are  upon  this 
fubjedt,  permit  me  to  recommend  to  your  confl- 
deration  the  univerfality  of  the  dodlrine  concern¬ 
ing  an  evil  being,  who,  in  the  beginning  of  time, 
had  oppofed  himfelf,  who  dill  continues  to  oppofe 
himfelr,  to  the  fupreme  fource  of  all  good. 
Amongft  all  nations,  in  all  ages,  this  opinion  pre¬ 
vailed,  that  human  affairs  were  fubjedt  to  the  wall 
of  the  gods,  and  regulated  by  their  interpofition. 
Hence  has  been  derived  whatever  w7e  have  read 
of  the  wandering  Bars  of  the  Chaldeans,  two  of 
them  beneheient,  and  two  malignant — hence  the 
Egptian  Typho  and  Ofiris — the  Perfian  Arima- 
nius  and  Oromafdes — the  Grecian  cclejiial  and 
Infernal  Jove — the  Br ant'd  and  the  Zupay 
of  the  Indians,  Peruvians,  Mexicans — the  good 
and  evil  principle,  by  whatever  names  they  may 
be  called,  of  all  other  barbarous  nations — and 
hence  the  ftrudture  of  the  whole  book  of  Job,  in 
whatever  light,  of  hiftory  or  drama,  it  be  confi- 
dered.  Now,  does  it  not  appear  reafonable  to  fup- 
pofe,  that  an  opinion  fo  ancient  and  fo  univerfal 
lias  arifen  from  tradition  concerning  the  hill  of 
our  fir  ft  parents  ;  disfigured  indeed,  and  obfeured, 
as  all  traditions  muft  be,  by  many  fabulous  addi¬ 
tions  ? 

The 
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The  j  ews,  you  tell  us,  44  never  prayed  but  when 
they  were  in  trouble.  I  do  not  believe  this  of 
the  jews;  but  that  they  prayed  more  fervently 
when  they  were  in  trouble  than  at  other  times, 
may  be  true  of  the  jews,  and  I  apprehend  is  true 
of  all  nations  and  all  individuals. — But 44  the  jews 
never  prayed  for  any  thing  but  victory,  vengeance, 
andriches.”--Read  Solomon's  prayer  at  the  dedi¬ 
cation  of  the  temple,  and  blufh  for  your  aflertion, 
— illiberal  and  uncharitable  in  the  extreme ! 

It  appears,  you  obferve,  44  to  have  been  the 
cuflom  of  the  heathens  to  perfonify  both  virtue  and 
vice,  by  ftatues  and  images,  as  is  done  now-a-days 
both  by  ftatuary  and  by  painting ;  but  it  does  not 
follow  from  this,  that  they  worthipped  them  any¬ 
more  than  we  do.”  Not  worthipped  them! 
What  think  you  of  the  golden  image  which  Ne¬ 
buchadnezzar  fet  up?  Was  it  not  wodhipped 
by  the  princes,  the  rulers,  the  judges,  the  people, 
the  nations,  and  the  languages  of  the  Babylonian 
empire?  Not  worfhipped  them  !  What  think 
you  of  the  decree  of  the  Roman  fenate  for  fetch¬ 
ing  the  ftatue  of  the  mother  of  the  gods  fromPef- 
ilnum  ?  Was  it  only  that  they  might  admire  it  as 
a  piece  of  workmanfhip  ?  Not  worfhipped  them  ! 
44  What  man  is  there  that  knoweth  not  how  that 
the  city  of  the  Ephefians  was  a  worfhipper  of 
the  great  goddefs  Diana,  and  of  the  image  which 
fell  down  from  Jupiter  ?”  Not  worfhipped  them  ! 
— The  worfhip  was  univerfal.  44  Every  nation 
made  gods  of  their  own,  and  put  them  in  the  boufes 
of  the  high  places,  which  the  Samaritans  had 
made — the  men  of  Babylon  made  Succoth-benoth, 
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and  the  men  of  Cuth  made  Nergal,  and  the  men  of 
Hamath  made  Afhima,  and  the  Avites  made  Nib* 
haz  and  Fartak,  and  the  Sepharvites  burned  their 
children  in  fire  to  Adrammelech,  and  Anamme- 
lech,  the  gods  ©f  Sepharvaim.”  (2  Kings,  chap., 
xvii.)  1  he  heathens  are  much  indebted  to  you 
for  this  your  curious  apology  for  their  idolatry ; 
ior  a  mode  of  worfhip  the  mod;  cruel,  fenfelefs, 
impure,  abominable,  that  can  poffibly  difgrace  the 
faculties  of  the  human  mind.  Had  this  vour  con¬ 
ceit  occured  in  ancient  times,  it  might  have  faved 
A'T leak's  teraphims ,  the  golden  calves  of  Jero¬ 
boam,  and  of  Aaron ,  and  quite  fuperleded  the 
neceffity  of  the  fecond  commandment \  !  !  Hea¬ 
then^  morality  has  had  its  advocates  before  you ; 
the  facetious  gentleman  who  pulled  off  his  hat  to 
the  ifatue  of  Jupiter,  that  he  might  have  a  friend 
wnen  neathen  idolatry  fhould  again  be  in  repute, 
feem s  to  have  had  force  foundation  for  his  impro¬ 
per  humour,  force  knowledge  that  certain  men, 
efteeming  themfelves  great  philosophers,  had  en¬ 
tered  into  a  confpiracy  to  abolifh  chriflianitv, 
fome  forefight  of  the  confequences  which  will 
certainly  attend  their  fuccefs. 

It  is  an  error,  you  fay,  to  call  the  Pfalms — the 
Pfalms  of  David. — This  error  was  cbferved  by 
St.  Jerome,  many  hundred  years  before  you  were 
born:  his  words  are — “  We  know  that  they  are 
in  an  error  who  attribute  all  the  Pfalms  to  David. ” 
You,  I  fuppofe,  will  not  deny,  that  David  wrote 
fome  of  them.  Songs  are  of  various  forts;  we 
have  hunting fongs,  drinking  fongs,  fighting  fongs, 
love  fongs,  foolifh,  wanton,  wicked  fongs: — if 
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You  will  have  the  “  Pfalms  of  Dtfvid  to  be  nothing 
but  a  colle&ion  from  different  fong- writers,”  you 
muft  allow  that  the  writers  of  them  were  infpired 
by  no  ordinary  fpirit;  that  it  is  a  collection,  in¬ 
capable  of  being  degraded  by  the  name  you  give 
it ;  that  it  greatly  excels  every  other  collection  in 
matter  and  in  manner.  Compare  the  book  of 
Pfalms  with  the  odes  of  Horace  or  Anacreon, 
with  the  hymns  of  Callimachus,  the  golden  verfes 
of  Pythagoras,  the  chorufles  of  the  Greek  tragedi¬ 
ans,  (no  contemptible  compofitions  any  of  thefe,) 
and  you  will  quickly  fee  how  greatly  it  furpafTes 
them  all,  in  piety  of  fentiment,  in  lublimity  of 
expreffion,  in  purity  of  morality,  and  in  rational 
theology. 

As  you  efteem  the  Pfalms  of  David  a  fong 
book,  it  is  confident  enough  in  you  to  efteem  the 
Proverbs  of  Solomon  a  jefl  book  ;  there  have  not 
come  down  to  us  above  eight  hundred  of  his  jefts  ; 
if  we  had  the  whole  three  thoufand,  which  he 
wrote,  our  mirth  would  be  extreme.  Let  us  open 
the  book,  and  fee  what  kind  of  jefts  it  contains  ; 
take  the  very  firft  as  a  fpecimen — “  The  fear  of 
the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  knowledge ;  but  fools 
defpiie  wifdom  and  inftruClion.” — Do  you  per¬ 
ceive  any  jeft  in  this  ?  The  fear  of  the  Lord  ! 
AC  hat  .Lord  uoes  Solomon  mean  ?  He  means  that 
Lord  who  took  the  pofterity  of  Abraham  to  be 
his  peculiar  people — who  redeemed  that  people 
from  Egyptian  bondage  by  a  miraculous  interpo¬ 
sition  of  his  power — who  gave  the  law  to  Mofes — 
who  commanded  the  Ifraelites  to  exterminate  the 
nations  of  Canaan. — Now  this  Lord  you  will 
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pot  fear;  the  jed  fays,  you  defpife  wifdom  and 
indrudfion.- — Let  us  try  again — “  My  fon,  hear 
the  indrutdion  of  thy  father,  and  forfake  not  the 
law  of  thy  mother.” — If  your  heart  has  been  ever 
touched  by  parental  feelings,  you  will  fee  no  jed 
in  this. — Once  more — u  My  fon,  if  dinners  en¬ 
tice  thee,  confent  thou  not.” — Thefe  are  the  three 
hr  ft  proverbs  in  Solomon’s  “  jell  book  if  you 
read  it  through,  it  may  not  make  you  merry ;  I 
hope  it  will  make  you  wife ;  that  it  will  teach 
you,  at  lead,  the  beginning  of  wifdom — the  fear 
of  that  Lord  whom  Solomon  feared.  Solomon, 
you  tell  us,  was  witty ;  jeders  are  fometimes  wit¬ 
ty  ;  but  though  all  the  world,  from  the  time  of 
the  queen  of  Sheba,  has  heard  of  the  wifdom  of 
Solomon,  his  wit  was  never  heard  of  before. 
There  is  a  great  difference,  Mr.  Locke  teaches 
us,  between  wit  and  judgment,  and  there  is  a 
greater  between  wit  and  wifdom.  Solomon  ■ 
“  was  wifer  than  Ethan  the  Ezahite,  and  Heman, 
and  Chalcol,  and  Darda,  the  fons  of  Mahol.” — • 
Thefe  men  you  may  think  were  jeders ;  and  fo 
may  you  call  the  feven  wife  men  of  Greece :  but 
you  will  never  convince  the  world  that  Solomon, 
who  w^as  wifer  than  them  all,  was  nothing  but  a 
witty  jeder.  As  to  the  fins  and  debaucheries  of 
Solomon,  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  them  but 
to  avoid  them ;  and  to  give  full  credit  to  his  ex¬ 
perience,  when  he  preaches  to  us  his  admirable 
lermon  on  the  vanity  of  every  thing  but  piety  and 
virtue. 

Ifaiah  has  a  greater  drare  or  your  abide  than 
any  other  writer  in  the  Old  I  edament,  and  the 
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rcaion  of  it  is  obvious — the  prophecies  of  Ifaiah 
have  received  fuch  a  full  and  circumdantial  com¬ 
pletion,  that,  unlefs  you  can  perfuade  yourfelf  to 
coniider  the  whole  book  (a  few  hidorical  (ketches 
excepted)  44  as  one  continued  bombadical  rant, 
full  of  extravagant  metaphor,  without  applica¬ 
tion,  and  defcitute  of  meaning,”  you  mud  of  ne- 
ceitity  allow  its  divinejsmthority.  You  compare 
the  burden  of  Babylon,  tha  burden  of  Moab,  the 
burden  ofDamafcus,  and  the  other  denunciations 
x  of  the  prophet  againft  cities  and  kingdoms,  to 
44  the  dory  of  the  knight  ot  the  burning  moun¬ 
tain,  the  dory  of  Cinderella,  oec.”  1  may  have 
read  thefe  dories,  but  I  remember  nothing  of  the 
fubjedts  of  them  ;  I  have  read  alfo  Ifaiah’s  burden 
of  Babylon,  and  I  have  compared  it  with  the  pad 
atidprefent  date  of  Babylon,  and  the  companion 
has  made  fuch  an  imprellion  on  my  mind,  that  it 
will  never  be  effaced  from  my  memory.  I  fhall 
never  ceafe  to  believe  that  the  Eternal  alone,  bv 
whom  things  future  are  more  didindlly  known 
than  pad  or  prefen t  things  are  by  man,  that  the  eter¬ 
nal  God  alone  could  have  dictated  to  the  prophet 
Ilaiah  the  fubjedt  of  the  burden  of  Babylon. 

The  latter  part  of  the  forty-fourth,  and  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  forty-fifth  chapter  of  Ilaiah,  are, 
in  your  opinion,  fo  far  from  being  written  by 
Ifaiah,  that  they  could  only  have  been  written  by 
fome  perfon  who  lived  at  lead  an  hundred  and  fifty 
years  after  Ifaiah  was  dead  : — thefe  chapters,  you 
go  on,  44  are  a  compliment  to  Cyrus,  who  per¬ 
mitted  the  jews  to  return  to  Jerufalem  from  the 
Babylonian  captivity  above  one  hundred  and  fifty 
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y«>drs  after  the  death  of  Ifaiah — and  is  it  for 
this,  fir,  that  you  accufe  the  church  of  audacity 
a  no  the  priefts  of  ignorance,  in  impofing,  as  you 
call  it,  this  book  upon  the  world  as  the  writinp-  of 
Ifaiah  ?  What  {hall  be  faid  of  you,  who,  either 
defignedly  or  ignorantly,  reprefent  one  of  the  moft 
clear  and  important  prophecies  in  the  Bible,  as  an 
L11I  on  cal  compliment,  written  above  an  hundred 
rnd  fifty  years  after  the  death  of  the  prophet? — 
We  contend,  fir,  that  this  is  a  prophecy,  and  not 
an  hiflory ;  that  God  called  Cyrus  by  his  name; 
declared  that  he  fhould  conquer  Babylon ;  and 
cticiibed  the  means  by  which  he  fihould  do  it,  a- 
bove  an  hundred  years  before  Cyrus  was  born,  and 
when  there  was  no  probability  of  fuch  an  event. 
Porphyry  could  not  re  lift  the  evidence  of  Daniel's 
prophecies,  but  by  faying,  that  they  were  forged 
after  the  events  predicted  had  taken  place;  Vol- 
tairc  could  not  refill  the  evidence  of  the  prediction 
of  Jefus,  concerning  the  deflru&ion  of  Jerufa- 
1cm,  but  by  faying,  that  the  account  was  written 
after  Jerufalem  had  been  defrayed;  and  you,  at 
length,  (though,  for  aught  I  know,  you  may  have 
had  predeceflors  in  this  prefumption,)  unable  to 
refill  the  evidence  of  Ifaiah'’ s  prophecies,  contend 
that  they  are  bombaftical  rant,  without  applica¬ 
tion,  though  the  application  is  circumflantial ;  and 
deflitute  of  meaning,  though  the  meaning  is  fo 
obvious  that  it  cannot  be  miflaken ;  and  that  one 
of  the  mod  remarkable  of  them  is  not  a  prophecy, 
but  an  hiflorical  compliment  written  after  the 
event.  We  will  not,  fir,  give  up  Daniel  and  St. 
Matthew  to  the  impudent  affertions  of  Porphyry 

and 
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and  Voltaire,  nor  will  we  give  up  Ifaiah  to  your' 
affertion.  Proof,  proof  is  what  we  require,  and 
not  affertion :  we  will  not  relinquifh  our  religion, 
in  obedience  to  your  abufive  affertion  refpeding 
the  prophets  of"  God.  That  the  wonderful  ab- 
furdity  of  this  hypothecs  may  be  more  obvious 
to  you,  I  beg  you  to  confider  that  Cyrus  was  a 
Perfran,  had,  been  brought  up  in  the  religion  of 
his  country,  and  was  probably  add  idled  to  the 
magian  fuperidition  of  two  independent  Beings, 
equal  in  power  but  different  in  principle,  one  the 
author  of  light  and  of  all  good,  the  other  the  au¬ 
thor  of  darknefs  and  all  evil.  Now,  is  it  probable 
that  a  captive  jew,  meaning  to  compliment  the 
created  prince  in  the  world,  thould  be  fo  ftupid 
as  to  tell  the  prince  that  his  religion, was  a  lie? 
44  I  am  the  Lord,  and  there  is  none-  elfe,  1  form 
the  light  and  create  darknefs ,  I  make  peace  and 
create" evil,  1  the  Lord  do  all  thefe  things.55 

But  if  you  will  perfevere  in  believing  that  the 
prophecy  concerning  Cyrus  was  written  after  the 
event,  perufe  the  burden  of  Babylon;  was  that 
alfo  written  after  the  event  ?  Were  the  Medes 


then  Birred  up  againft  Babylon  ?  Was  Babylon, 
the  glory  of  the  kingdoms,  the  beauty  o t  the  Chal  ¬ 
dees,  then  overthrown,  and  become  as  Sodom 
and  Gomorrah  ?  Was  it  then  uninhabited  ?  W as 
it  then  neither  fit  for  the  Arabian's  tent  nor  the 
Ihepherd’s  fold  ?  Did  the  wild  beafts  of  the  defert 
then  lie  there  r  Did  the  wild  beafts  of  the  iflands 
then  cry  in  their  defolate  houfes,  and  dragons  in 
their  pleafant  palaces?  Were  Nebuchadnezzar 
and  Bellhazzar,  the  fon  and  the  grandfon,,  jhen 
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cut  oft? .  Was  Babylon  then  become  a  pofteftiors 
of  the  bittern,  and  pools  of  water?  Was  it  then 
fwept  with  the  befom  of  deftru&ion,  fo  fwept 
that  the  world  knows  not  now  where  to  find  it? 

I  am  unwilling  to  attribute  bad  defigns,  delibe¬ 
rate  wickednels,  to  you,  or  to  any  man  ;  I  cannot 
avoid  believing,  that  you  think  you  have  truth  on 
your  fide,  and  that  you  are  doing  fervice  to  man¬ 
kind  in  endeavouring  to  root  out  what  you  efteem 
fuperftition.  What  I  blame  you  for  is  this — 
that  you  have  attempted  to  lefFen  the  authority  of 
tne  Bible  by  ridicule,  more  than  by  reafon;  that 
you  have  brought  forward  every  petty  objection 
which  your  ingenuity  could  difeover,  or  vour  in- 
duftry  pick  up,  from  the  writings  of  others;  and 
■without  taking  any  notice  of  the  anfwers  which 
have  been  repeatedly  given  to  thefe  objections,  you 
urge  and  enforce  them  as  if  they  were  new. 
/I  here  is  certainly  fome  novelty,  at  leaf!:,  in  your 
manner,  for  you  go  beyond  all  others  in  boidnefs 
of  aflertion,  and  in  profanenefs  of  argumentation ; 
Bolinghroke  and  Voltaire  mull:  yield  the  palm  of 
feurrility  to  Thomas  Paine. 

Permit  me  to  ft  ate  to  you,  what  would,  in  my 
opinion,  have  been  a  better  mode  of  proceeding* 
better  fuited  to  the  character  of  an  hone  ft  man, 
fincere  in  his  endeavours  to  fearch  out  truth. 
Such  a  man,  in  reading  the  Bible,  would,  in  the 
ftrft  place,  examine  whether  the  Bible  attributed 
to  die  Supreme  Being  any  attributes  repugnant  to 
ftolinefs,  truth,  juftice,  goodnefs  ;•  whether  it  re- 
prefented  him  as  fubjeCl  to  human  infirmities ; 
whether  it  excluded  him  from  the  government  of 
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the  world,  or  affigned  the  origin  of  it  to  chance, 
and  an  eternal  conflict  of  atoms.  Finding  no¬ 
thing  of  this  kind  in  the  Bible,  (for  the  deftruaion 
of  the  Canaanites  by  his  exprefs  command,  I  have 
fliewn  not  to  be  repugnant  to  his  moral  juftice,) 
he  would,  in  the  fecond  place,  confider  that  toe 
Bible  being,  as  to  many  of  its  parts,  a  very  old 
book,  and  written  by  various  authois,  and  at  li¬ 
ferent  and  diftant  periods,  there  might,  probably, 
occur  fome  difficulties  and  apparent  contradi6lions 
in  the  hiftorical  part  of  it;  he  would  endeavour 
to  remove  thefe  difficulties,  to  reconcile  thefe  ap¬ 
parent  contradictions,  by  the  rules  of  fuch  found 
criticifm,  as  he  would  ufe  inexamming  the  contents 
of  any  other  book  ;  and  if  he  found  that  mold  of 
them  were  of  a  trifling  nature,  ariting  fiom  flioit 
additions  interted  into  the  text  as  explanatory  and 
fupplemental,  or  from  miftakes  and  omiffions  of 
tranfcribers,  he  would  infer  that  all  the  reft  were 
capable  .of  being  accounted  for,  thougla  he  was 
not  able  to  do  it ;  and  he  would  be  the  more  willing 
to  make  this  conceffion,  from  obierving,  that  tnere 
ran  through  the  whole  book  an  harmony  and 
connedtion,  utterly  inconfiftent  with  eveiy  idea 
of  forgery  and  deceit.  He  would  then,  in  tiie 
third  place,  obferve,  that  the  miraculous  and  mf- 
torical  parts  of  this  hook  were  fo  intermixed, 
that  they  could  not  be  fepa rated;  that  they  muft 
either  both  be  true,  or  both  falfe;  and  from  find¬ 
ing  the  hiftorical  part  was  as  well  or  better  au¬ 
thenticated  than  that  of  any  other  hiftory,  he 
would  admit  the  miraculous  part ;  and  to  confirm 

himfelf  in  this  belief,  he  would  advert  to  the  pro^ 
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phecies;  well  knowing  that  the  piedi&ion  of 
things  to  come,  was  as  certain  a  proof  of  the  di- 
vine  interpolation,  as  the  performance  of  a  miracle 
could  be.  If  be  fhould  find,  as  he  certainly 
would,  that  many  ancient  prophecies  had  been 
fulfilled  in  all  their  circumflances,  and  that  fome 
were  fulfilling  at  this  very  day,  he  would  not 
fuffer  a  few  feeming  or  real  difficulties  to  over¬ 
balance  the  weight  of  this  accumulated  evidence 
foi  the  truth  of  the  Bible.  Such,  I  prefume  to 
thinlc,  would  be  a  proper  conducl  in  all  thofe  who 
siv.  uefiious  of  forming  a  rational  and  impartial 
judgment  on  the  fubject  of  revealed  religion. — - 
To  return. — 

As  to  your  obfervation,  that  the  book  of  Ifaiahh 
is  (at  lea  ft  in  tranflation)  that  kind  ofcompofitipn 
anu  falfe  tafte,  which  is  properly  called  prole  run 
mad — I  have  only  to  remark,  that  your  taffe  for 
Hebrew  poetry,  even  judging  of  it  from  tranflation, 
would  be  more  corred  if  you  would fuffejs  you rfelf 
to  be  informed  on  the  fubjed  by  Bifhop  Lowth,, 
who  tells  you  in  his  Prelections— “  that  a  poem 
mandated  literally  from  the  Hebrew  into  any  other 
language,  whilft  the  fame  forms  of  the  fentences 
remain,  will  {fill  retain,  even  as  far  as  relates  to 
verification,  much  of  its  native-  dignity,  and  a 
faint  appearance  of  verification.”  (Gregory’s 
I  ranfl.)  If  this  is  what  you  mean  by  profe  run  : 
mad,  your  obfervation  may  be  admitted. 

You  explain,  at  fome  length,  your  notion  of  the 
mifapplication  made  by  St.  Matthew  of  the  pro¬ 
phecy  in  Ifaiah — “  Beliold  a  virgin  fhall  conceive 
and  bear  a  fond  That  paffage  has  been  handled  ; 
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largely  and  minutely  by  almoft  every  commenta¬ 
tor?  and  it  is  too  important  to  be  handled  fuper- 
ficially  by  any  one :  I  am  not,  on  the  prefent  oc- 
cafion,  concerned  to  explain  it.  It  is  quoted  by 
you  to  prove,  and  it  is  the  only  mftance  you  pro- 

clUce _ that  Ifaiah  was  “  a  lying  prophet  and  an 

impoflor.”  Now  I  maintain,  that  this  very  m- 
fiance  proves,  that  he  was  a  true  prophet,  and  no 
impoftor.  The  hiilory  of  the  prophecy,  as  de¬ 
livered  in  the  feventh  chapter,  is  this— Rezin,  king 
of  Syria,  and  Pekah,  king  of  Ifrael,  made  war 
upon  Ahaz,  king  of  Judah;  not  merely,  or,  per¬ 
haps,  not  at  all,  for  the  fake  of  plunder  or  the 
conqueft  of  territory,  but  with  a  declared  pur- 
pofe  of  making  an  entire  revolution  in  the  govein- 
ment  of  Judah,  of  deftroying  the  royal  houfe  of 
David,  and  of  placing  another  family  on  the 
throne.  Their  purpofe  is  thus  expreffed — “  Letus 
go  up  again  ft  Judah,  and  vex  it,  and  ret  us  make 
a  breach  therein  for  us,  and  fet  a  king  in  the  midft 
of  it,  even  the  foil  of  Tabeal.” — Now,  what  did 
the  Lord  commiflion  Iiaiah  to  fay  to  Ahaz  ?  Did 
he  commiflion  him  to  fay,  the  kings  fhall  not  vex 
thee  ?  No. — The  kings  fhall  not  conquer  thee  ? 
No. — The  kings  fhall  not  fucceed  againft  thee? 
No : — he  commiflioned  him  to  fay,  “  It  (the  pur¬ 
pofe  of  the  two  kings)  fliall  not  hand,  neither 
fhall  it  come  to  pafs.”  I  demand — Did  it  hand, 
did  it  come  to  pafs  ?  Was  any  revolution  ef¬ 
fected  ?  Was  the  royal  houfe  of  David  dethroned 
and  deftroyed?  Was  Tabeal  ever  made  king  of 
Judah  ?  No.  The  prophecy  was  perfectly  ac- 
complifhed.  You  fay,  “  Inftead  of  thefe  two 


c~  i 


(  32  )j 

£,nSs  filing  in  their  attempt  again  ft  Ahaz,  they- 

iucceeded;  Ahaz  was  defeated  and  deftroyed.” _ - 

1  deny  the  fa6l ;  Ahaz  was  defeated,  but"  not  de- 
ftroyed ;  and  even  the  “  two  hundred  thoufand 
women,  and  ions,  and  daughters,”  whom  you 
lepiefent  as  earned  into  captivity,  were  not 
earned  into  captivity;  they  were  made  captives," 
but  they  were  not  carried  into  captivity;  for  the 
chief  men  of  Samaria,  being  admonished  by  a  pro¬ 
phet,  would  not  fufFer  Pekah  to  bring  the  captives 
into  the  land — 44  I  hey  rofe  up,  and  took  the  cap¬ 
tives,  and  with  the  Spoil  clothed  all  that  were  naked 
among  them,  and  arrayed  them,  and  Shod  them, 
and  gave  them  to  eat  and  to  drink,  and  anointed 
them,  and  carried  all  the  feeble. of  them  upon  aifes, . 
(fome.  humanity,  you  fee,  among  thofe  Israelites, 
whom  you  every  where  reprefen t  as  barbarous 
brutes)  and  brought  them  to  Jericho,  the  city  of 
palm-trees,  to  their  brethren.”  2  Chrom  xxviii. 
I5* — The  kings  did  fail  in  their  attempt;  their 
attempt  was  to  deftroy  tire  houfe  of  David,  and 
to  make  a  revolution;  but  they  made  no  revolu¬ 
tion,  they  did  not  deftroy  the  houfe  of  David,  for 
Ahaz  flept  with  his  fathers;  and  Hezekiah,  his 
£bn,  of  the  houfe  of  David,  reigned  in  his  ftead, 
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LETTER  VI. 

AFTER  what  I  conceive  to  be  a  great, mif- 
reprefentation  of  the  charafter  and  conduft 
of  leremiah,  you  bring  forward  an  objection 
•which  Spinoza,  and  others  before  you,  had  much 
in  lifted  upon,  though  it  is  an  objection  whicn  nei¬ 
ther  afters  the  genuinenefs,  nor  the  authenticity 
of  the  book  of  Jeremiah, 'any  more  than  the  blun¬ 
der  of  a  bookbinder,  in  mdplacmg  the  fheets  of 
your  performance,  would  lerfen  its  authoiity. 
The  objeRion  is,  that  the  book  or  Jeremiah  has 
ibeen  put  together  in  a  difordered  hate,  it  is 
acknowledged,  that  the  order  of  time  is  not  every 
*  where  obferved;  but  the  cauie  of  the  coni uiion 
;is  not  known.  Some  attribute  it  to  Baruch  col- 
iledting  into  one  volume  ail  the  feveral  piophecies 
which  Jeremiah  had  written,  and  neglefting ;  to 
'put  them  in  their  proper  places:  otnsrs  thin*i 
that  the  feveral  parts  of  the  work  were  at  fn  ft  pro¬ 
perly  arranged,  but  that,  through  accident,  01  tne 
•  careleffnefs  of  tranfcribers,  they  were  deranged  : 
— — others  contend,  that  there  is  no  contuhon ;  that 
•prophecy  differs  from  hiffory,  in  not  being  fubjeft 
to  an  accurate  obfervance  of  time  and  order.  But 
•leaving  this  matter  to  be  fettled  by  critical  difcuf- 
non,  let  us  come  to  a  matter  of  greater  import¬ 
ance — to  your  charge  againft  Jeremiah  foi  bis 
duplicity,  and  for  his  falfe  prediction.  bird:,  as 

io  his  duplicity ;  . 
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Jeicmiah,  on  account  of  his  having  boldiv  pre- 
fC"  die  deftruftion  of  Jerufalem,  had'  been 
thru  ft  into  a  miry  dungeon  by  the  princes  of  [u- 
dah,  who  fought  his  life :  there  he  would  have  pe¬ 
ri  died,  had  not  one  of  the  eunuchs  taken  com¬ 
panion  on  him,  and  petitioned  king  Zedekiah  in 
his  favour,  faying,  “  Thefe  men  (the  princes) 
have  done  evil  in  all  that  they  have  done  to  jere¬ 
miad  the  prophet,  (no  tmall  tedimony  this,  of  the 
piobity  of  the  prophet’s  charadfer)  whom  they 
have  cad;  into  the  dungeon,  and  he  is  like  to  die 
or  hunger .  On  tms  reprefentation  Jeremiah 
was  taken  out  of  the  dungeon  by  an  order  from 
the  king,  who  foon  afterwards  fent  privately  for 
him,  and  defired  him  to  conceal  nothing  from 
him,  binding  himfelf,  by  an  oath,  that,  whatever 
might  be  the  nature  of  his  prophecy,  he  would  not 
put  him  to  death,  or  deliver  him  into  the  hands' of 
the  princes  who  fought  his  life.  Jeremiah  deli¬ 
vered  to  him  the  purpofe  of  God  refpe&ing  the 
fate  of  Jeiuialem.  T.  he  conference  being  ended, 
the  king,  anxious  to  perform  his  oath,  topreferve 
the  life  of  the  prophet,  difmifled  him,  faying, 
Let  no  man  know  of  thefe  words,  and  thou 
/halt  not  die.  But  if  the  princes  hear  that  I  have 
talked  with  thee,  and  they  come  unto  thee,  and 
fay  unto  thee,  Declare  unto  us  now  what  thou 
bad  faid  unto  the  king,  hide  it  not  from  us,  and 
we  will  not  put  thee  to  death ;  alio  what  the  kino- 
faid  unto  thee:  then  thou  /halt  fay  unto  them,  I 
prefented  my  fupplication  before  the  king,  that  he 
would  not  caufe  me  to  return  to  Jonathan’s  houfe 
to  die  there.  Then  came  all  the  princes  unto  Je¬ 
remiah, 
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term  ah,  and  afked  him,  and  he  told  them  accord¬ 
ing  to  all  thefe  words  that  the  king  had  command¬ 
ed?” _ Thus,  you  remark,  “  this  man  of  God,  as 

he  is  called,  could  tell  a  lie,  or  very  ftrongly  pre¬ 
varicate  ;  for  certainly  he  did  not  go  to  Zedekiah 
to  make  his  fupplication,  neither  did  he  make  it.,? 

_ It  is  not  faid  that  lie  told  the  princes  he  went 

to  make  his  fupplication,  hut  that  h q  p)  ej’cnted  it. 
now  it  faid  in  the  preceding  chapter,  that  he  did 
make  the  fupplication,  and  it  is  probable  that  in 
this  conference  he  renewed  it ;  but  be  that  as  it 
may,  I  contend  that  Jeremiah  was  not  guilty  ot 
duplicity,  or  in  more  intelligible  terms,  that  he  did 
not  violate  any  law  of  nature,  or  of  civil  fociety, 
dn  what  lie  did  on  this  occafion.  He  told  the 
truth,  in  part,  to  fave  his  life ;  and  he  was  under 
no  obligation  to  tell  the  whole  to  men  who  were 
certainly  his  enemies,  and  no  good  fubjects  to  his 
king.  “  In  a  matter  (fays  PufFendorf)  which  I 
am  not  obliged  to  declare  to  another,  it  \  cannot, 
with  fa'ety,  conceal  the  whole,  I  may  fairly  dis¬ 
cover  no  more  than  a  part.”  Was  Jeremiah, 
under  any  obligation  to  declare  to  the  princes 
what  had  patTed  in  his  conference  with  die  king  ? 
You  may  as  well  fay,  that  the  houfe  ot  lords  has 
a  right  to  compel  privy  counfellors  to  reveal  the 
king’s  fecrets.  The  king  cannot  juftly  require  a 
privy  counfellor  to  tell  a  lie  for  him ;  but  he 
may  require  him  not  to  divulge  his  counfels  to 
thofe  who  have  no  right  to  know  them. — Now 
for  the  falfe  prediction — I  will  give  the  defcription 
of  it  in  your  own  words. 

“  In  the  34th  chapter  is  a  prophecy  of  Jeremiah 
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to  Zedekiah,  in  thefe  words,  ver.  2. — c  Thus  faith 
the  Lord,  Behold,  I  will  give  this  city  into  the  hands 
of  the  king  of  Babylon,  and  will  burn  it  with  fire; 
and  thou  fhalt  not  elcape  out  of  his  hand,  but 
thou  fhalt  furely  be  taken,  and  delivered  into  his„ 
hand ;  and  thine  eyes  fhall  behold  the  eyes  of  the 
king  of  Babylon,  and  he  fhall  fpeak  with  thee 
mouth  to  mouth,  and  thou  fhalt  go  to  Babylon. 
Yet  hear  the  word  of  the  Lord ,  O  Zedekiah , 
king  of  Judah  ;  thus  faith  the  Lord ,  Thou Jhalt 
not  die  by  the  fword ,  but  thou  Jhalt  die  in  peace ; 
and  with  the  burnings  of  thy  fathers,  the former 
kings  that  were  before  thee ,  fo  Jhall  they  burn 
odours  for  thee,  and  will  lament  thee ,  faying ? 
Ah,  lord  !  for  I  have  pronounced  the  word  faith 
the  Lord '? 

u  Now,  in  head  of  Zedekiah  beholding  the  eyes 
of  the  king  of  Babylon,  and  fpcaking  with  him 
mouth  to  mouth,  and  dying  in  peace,  and  with 
the  burnings  of  odours,  as  at  the  funeral  of  his 
fathers,  (as  Jeremiah  had  declared  the  Lord  him- 
felf  had  pronounced,)  the  reverfe,  according  to 
the  5 2d  chapter,  was  the  cafe ;  it  is  there  hated, 
verfe  10.  ‘  That  the  king  of  Babylon  flew  the 
fons  of  Zedekiah  before  his  eyes ;  then  he  put  out 
die  eyes  of  Zedekiah,  and  bound  him  in  chains,  and 
carried  him  to  Babylon,  and  put  him  in  prifon  till 
the  day  of  his  death.’  What  can  we  fay  of  thefe 
prophets,  but  that  they  are  impoftors  and  liars  ?” 

1  can  fay  this — that  the  prophecy  you  have  pro¬ 
duced,  was  fulfilled  in  all  its  parts  :  and  what  then 
/hall  be  faid  of  thofe  who  call  Jeremiah  a  liar 

and  an  impoftor?  Here  then  we  are  fairly  at 

'  iffue 
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iffue— you  affirm  that  the  prophecy  was  trot  ful¬ 
filled,  and  I  affirm  that  it  was  fulfil led  m  all  its 
nans  “  I  will  give  this  city  into  the  hands  of 
the  king  of  Babylon,  and  he  fhail  burn  it  w, A 
fire fo  fays  the  prophet ;  what  fays  the  hntory  ? 

“  They  (the  forces  of  the  king  ot  Babylon)  burnt 
the  houfe  of  God,  and, brake  down  the  walls  of 
Terufalem,  and  burnt  all  the  palaces  thereof  with 
£re.”  (2  Chron.  xxxvi.  19.)— “Ihou  ihalt 

not  efcape  out  of  his  hand,  but  fhalt  finely  be 
taken ,  and  delivered  intp  his  hand  fo  lays  the 
prophet;  what  fays  the  hi  ft  or  y  ?  u  The  men  of 
war  fled  by  night,  and  the  king  went  tne  ov  ay  to¬ 
wards  the  plain,  and  the  army  of  the  Chaloets 
purfued  after  the  king,  and  overtook  him  in  the 
plains  of  jericho :  and  all  his  army  were  fcaiteied 
from  him ;  fo  they  took  the  king,  and  brought 
him  up  to  the  king  of  JB cibylon,  to  Ruoiah.  ^  (2 
Kings  xxv.  5.) — I  he  prophet  goes  on,  “  "1  hme 
eyes  ihall  behold  the  eyes  of  the  king  of  Babylon, 
and  he  (hall  fpeak  with  thee  mouth  to  mouth. 
No  pleafant  circumftance  this  to  Zedekiah,  who 
had  provoked  the  king  of  Babylon  by  revolting 
from  him  !  The  hiftory  fays,  “  The  king  of  Ba¬ 
bylon  gave  judgment  upon  Zedekiah,”  or,  as  it  is 
more  literally  rendered  from  the  Hebrew,  “  Jpake 
judgments  with  him  at  Rihlah.” — i  he  prophet 
concludes  this  part  with,  “  And  thou  flialt  go  to 
Babylon  :”  The  hiftory  fays,  “  The  king  of  Ba¬ 
bylon  bound  him  in  chains,  and  carried  him  to 
Babylon,  and  put  him  in  prifon  till  the  day  of  his 
death.”  (jer.  lii.  11.) — “Thou  flialt  not  dier- 
by  the  fword.”  He  did  not  die  by  the  fword,  he 

did 
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ciul  not  fall  in  battle. — “  But  thou  fhalt  die  in 
peace.”  He  did  die  in  peace,  he  neither  expired  on 
t/ie  rack,  or  on  the  fcafFold;  was  neither  ft  rang]  ed 
nor  poifoned;  no  unufual  fate  of  captive  kings  ! 
ne  died  peaceably  m  his. bed,  though  that  bed  was  in 
a  prifon. — “And  with  the  burnings  of  thy  fathers 
dhall  they  burn  odours  for  thee.”  I  cannot  prove 
from  the  hiftory  that  this  part  of  the  prophecy 
was  accomplifhed,  nor  can  you  prove  that  it  was 
not.  The  probability  is,  that  it  was  accompli  til¬ 
ed  ;  and  I  have  two  reafons  on  which  I  ground 
this  probability.— Daniel,  Shadrach,  Mefc-hach, 
and  Abednego,  to  fay  nothing  of  other  jews,  were 
men  of  great  authority  in  the  court  of  the  king  of 
Babylon,  before  and  after  the  commencement  of 
the  imprisonment  of  Zedekiah ;  and  Daniel  con¬ 
tinued  in  power  till  the  fubverfion  of  the  kingdom 
of  Babylon  by  Cyrus. — Now  it  teems  to  me  to  be 
very  probable,  that  Daniel,  and  the  other  great 
men  of  the  jews,  would  both  have  inclination  to 
requeft,  and  influence  enough  with  the  king  of 
Babylon  to  obtain,  permiftion  to  bury  their  de- 
ceafed  prince  Zedekiah,  after  the  manner  of  his 
fathers. — But  if  there  had  been  no  jews  at  Baby¬ 
lon  of  coniequence  enough  to  make  fuch  a  re- 
queft,  ftill  it  is  probable  that  the  king  of  Babylon 
would  have  ordered  the  jews  to  bury  and  lament 
their  departed  prince,  after  the  manner  of  their 
country.  Monarchs,  like  other  men,  are  con- 
fcious  of  the  inftability  of  human  condition ;  and 
when  the  pomp  of  war  has  ceafed,  when  the  in- 
folence  of  conqueft  is  abated,  and  the  fury  of  re- 
fcntment  fubfided,  they  Seldom  fail  to  revere  roy¬ 
alty: 
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alty  even  in  its  ruins,  and  grant  without  reluCtance* 
proper  obfequies  to  the  remains  of  captive  kings. 

You  profefs  to  have  been  particular  in  treating 
of  the  books  afcribed  to  Ifaiah  and  Jeremiah.— 
Particular  !  in  what?  You  have  particularized 
two  or  three  paflages,  which  you  have  endea¬ 
voured  to  reprefent  as  objectionable,  and  which 
I  hope  have  been  fhewn,  to  the  reader's  Satisfac¬ 
tion,  to  be  not  juftly  liable  to  your  cenfure ;  and 
you  have. pa(Ted  over  all  the  other  parts  of  thefe 
books  without  notice.  Had  you  been  particular 
in  your  examination,  you  would  have  found  cauie 
to  admire  the  probity  and  the  intrepidity  of  the 
charadlers  of  the  authors  of  them ;  you  would 
have  met  with  many  inftances  of  fublime  compo- 
fition;  and,  what  is  of  more  confequence,  with 
many  inftances  of  prophetical  veracity  : — parti¬ 
cularities  of  thefe  kinds  you  have  wholly  over¬ 
looked.  I  cannot  account  for  this  ;  I  have  no 
right,  no  inclination,  to  call  you  a  difhoneit  man : 
am  I  juftified  in  considering  you  as  a  man  not 
altogether  deftitute  of  ingenuity,  hut  fo  entirely 
under  the  dominion  of  prejudice  in  every  thing  re- 
fpeCting  the  Bible,  that,  like  a  corrupted  judge 
previoufly  determined  to  give  fentence  on  one  fide, 
you  are  negligent  in  the  examination  of  truth? 

You  proceed  to  the  reft  of  the  prophets,  and' 
you  take  them  collectively,  carefully  however 
feleCting  for  your  observations  fuch  particularities 
as  are  beft  calculated  to  render,  if  poftible,  the 
prophets  odious  or  ridiculous  in  the  eyes  of  your - 
readers.  You  confound  prophets  with  poets  and 
mulicians ;  I  would  diftinguifti  them  thus ;  many 
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prophets  were  poets  and  muficians,  but  all  poets 
and  muficians  were  _  not  prophets.  Prophecies 
were  often  delivered  in  poetic  language  and  mea¬ 
sure;  but  flights  and  metaphors  of  the  jewifh 
poets  have  not,  as  you  affirm,  been  fooliffily 
erected  into  what  are  now  called  prophecies — 
they  are  now  called,  and  have  always  been  called 
prophecies,— becaufe  they  were  real  predictions, 
iome  of  which  have  received,  fome  are  now  re¬ 
ceiving,  and  all  will  receive,  their  full  accom- 
plifhment. 

Tnat  there  were  falle  prophets,  witches,  ne¬ 
cromancers,  conjurers,  fortune-tellers,  among  the 
jews,  no  perfon  will  attempt  to  deny;  no  nation, 
barbarous  or  civilized,  has  been  without  them: 
but  when  you  wc^ld  degrade  the  prophets  of  the 
Old  reftamera  to  a  level  with  thefe  conjuring, 
dreaming,  {trolling  gentry — when  you  would  re¬ 
present  them  as  {pending  their  lives  in  fortune¬ 
telling,  calling  nativities,  predicting  riches,  fortu¬ 
nate  or  unfortunate  marriages,  conjuring  for  loft 
goods,  &rc.  I  mult  be  allowed  to  fay,  that  you 
wholly  miffcake  their  office,  and  mifreprefent  their 
character:  their  office  was  to  convey  to  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  Ifrael  the  commands,  the  promifes,  the 
threatenings  of  Almighty  God  ;  and  their  charac¬ 
ter  was  that  of  men  fuftaining,  with  fortitude, 
perfecution  in  the  difcharge  of  their  duty.  There 
were  falle  prophets  in  abundance  amongft  the 
jews ;  and  if  you  oppofe  tliefe  to  the  true  pro¬ 
phets,  and  call  them  both  party  prophets,  you 
have  the  liberty  of  doing  fo,  but  you  will  not 
thereby  confound  the  diitinCtion  between  truth 

and 
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and  faifehood.  Falfe  prophets  are  fpoken  of  with 
deteftation  in  many  parts  of  fcnpture,  particu¬ 
larly  by  Jeremiah,  who  accufes  them  of  prophe- 
cying  lies  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  faying,  “  I 
have  dreamed,  I  have  dreamed:— Behold  l  am 
againft  the  prophets,  faith  the  Lord,  that  ufe  t  ten 
tongues,  and  fay,  He  faith  ;  that  prophecy  falfe 
dreams,  and  caufe  my  people  to  err  by  their  lies 
and  by  their  lightnefs.”  Jeremiah  cautions  his 
countrymen  againft  giving  credit  to  their  prophets, 
to  their  diviners,  to  their  dreamers,  to  then  en¬ 
chanters,  to  their  forcerers,  “  which  fpcak  unto 
you,  faying,  Ye  {hall  not  ferve  the  king  of  Ba¬ 
bylon.”  You  cannot  think  more  contemptibly 
of  thefe  gentry,  than  they  were  thought  ot  by  the 
true  prophets  at  the  time  they  lived;  but,  as  Jere- 
miah  fays  on  this  fubjeft,  “  what  is  the  chaff 
to  the  wheat  ?  what  are  the  falfe  pi  opnets  to 
the  true  ones?  Every  good  thing  is  liable  to 
abufe;  but  who  argues  againft  die  ufe  or  a  thing 
from  the  abule  ot  it  ?  againft  phyheians,  becaufe 
there  are  pretenders  to  phyfic  ?  Vv  as  Ifaiah  a* 
fortune-teller,  predicting  riches,  when  he  (aid  to 
Icing  Hezekiah,  Behold,  the  days  come,  that  all 
that  is  in  thine  houfe,  and  that  which  thy  fatheis 
have  laid  up  in  ftore  until  this  day,  ihall  he  cai  i  led 
to  Babylon:  nothing  (hall  be  lelt,  laith  the 
Lord.  And  of  thy  Tons  that  (hall  lftue  from 
thee  which  thou  (halt  beget,  fliall  they  take 
away,  and  they  fliall  be  eunuchs  in  the  palace  ot 
the  king  of  Babylon.”  Fortune-tellers  generally 
predidt  good  luck  to  their  fimple  c.uftomers,  that 

they  may  make  fomething  by  their  trade;  hut 
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IfilUili  predicts  to  a  monarch  defolation  of  his 
country  and  ruin  of  his  family.  This  prophecy 
was  fpoken  in  the  year  before  Chrift  71  q;'  ancj 
above  an  hundred  years  afterwards,  it  was  at 
compi idled;  when  Nebuchadnezzar  took  Terufa- 
Jem,  and  carried  out  thence  all  the  treafures  of  the 
houfe  of  the  Lord,  and  the  treafures  of  the  kind’s 
nouJe,  (2  Kings  xxiv.  13.)  and  when  he  com- 
manned  the  mailer  of  his  eunuchs,  (Dan.  i.  o  ) 
t.iat  he  fhould  take  certain  of  the  children  of  If- 

raef’  ? a  K!ng  s  Eech  and  of  the  princes, 

and  educate  them  for  three  years,  till  they  were 
able  to  Hand  before  the  king.  J 

Jehoram,  king  of  Krael,  Jehofhaphat,  kino-  0f 
J  udah,  and  the  king  of  Edom,  going  with  their 
armies  to  make  war  on  the  king  of  Moab,  came 
ynto  a  place  where  there  was  no  water  either  for' 

t;leir  or  catde-  In  this  diftrefs  they  waited 
upon  Eh  ilia,  (an  high  honour  for  one  of  your 
conjurors,)  by  the  advice  of  Jehofhaphat,  who 
knew  mat  toe  word  of  the  Lord  was  with  him. 

.1  he  prophet,  on  feeing  Jehoram,  an  idolatrous  . 
pnnce,^  who  had  revolted  from  the  worihip  of  the 
true  God,  come  to  confult  him,  faid  to  him— 
Get  thee  to  the  prophets  of  thy  father  and  the 
piop.iets  of  thy  mother” — This  you  think  fhews 
Ehina  to  have  been  a  party  prophet,  full  of  venom 
and  vulgarity— it  fhews  him  to  have  been  a  man 
or  great  courage,  who  refpected  the  dignity  of 
his  own  character,  the  facrednefs  of  his  office  as 
a  prophet  of  God,  whofe  duty  it  was  to  reprove 
the  wickednefs  of  kings,  as  of  other  men.  He 
ordered  them  to  make  the  valley  where  they  were 

full 
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full  of  ditches:— this,  you  fay,  “  every  country¬ 
man  could  have  told,  that  the  way  to  get  water 
was  to  dig  for  it:”— but  this  is  not  a  true  repre- 
fentation  of  the  cafe;  the  ditches  were  not  dug 
that  water  might  be  gotten  by  digging  for  it,  but 
that  they  might  hold  the  water  when  it  mould 
miraculoufly  come,  “  without  wind  or  rain,” 
from  another  country  ;  and  it  did  come  “  hom 
the  way  of  Edom,  and  the  country  was  filled 
with  water.”— As  to  Eihha’s  curling  the  little 
children  who  had  mocked  him,  and  their  deffiuc- 
tion  in  confequence  of  his  imprecation,  the  whole 
ffcory  muft  be  taken  together.  X  he  pi  evocation 
he  received  is,  bv  fome,  confidered  as  an  mfult 
offered  to  him,  not  as  a  man  but  as  a  piopnct, 
and  that  the  perfons  who  offered  it  were  not  what 
we  under  ft  and  by  little  children,  but  grown-up 
youths ;  the  term  child  being  applied,  in  the  He¬ 
brew  language,  to  grown-up  perfons.  Be  this 
as  it  may,  the  curling  was  the  a£f  of  the  prophet ; 
had  it  been  a  fin,  it  would  not  have  been  followed 
by  a  miraculous  deftrudtion  of  the  offenders  ;  for 
this  was  'the  adf  of  Erod,  who  beff  knowvs  who 
deferve  puniftiment.  What  efFedl  fuch  a  fignal 
judgment  had  on  the  idolatrous  inhabitants  or  the 
land,  is  no  where  faid;  but  it  is  probable  it  was 
not  without  a  good  effect. 

Ezekiel  and  Daniel  lived  during  the  Babylo¬ 
nian  captivity;  you  allow  their  writings  to  be 
genuine.  In  this  you  differ  from  fome  of  the 
greatefl  adverfaries  of  chriffianity ;  and  in  my 
opinion  cut  up,  by  this  conceffion,  the  very  root 
of  your  whole  performance.  It  is  next  to  an  inv» 
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inility  tor  any  man,  who  admits  the  book  or 
Daniel  to  be  a  genuine  book,  and  who  examines 
that  book  with  intelligence  anJ  impartiality,  to 
icfufe  ins  aflent  to  the  truth  of  chridianity.  As 
to  your  laying,  that  the  interpretations  which 
commentators  and  prieds  have  made  of  thefe 
0OjvS,  omy  fhew  the  fraud,  or  the  extreme  folly, 
to  which  credulity  and  priedcraft  can  go,  I  con- 
iider  it  as  nothing  but  a  proof  of  the  extreme  folly 
Oi  hand  to  which,  prejudice  and  infidelity  can 
carry  a  minute  phiiofopher.  A  ou  profefs  a  fond¬ 
ness  foi  fciencey  I  will  refer  you  to  a  fcientific 
man,  who  was.  neither  a  commentator  nor  a  pried, 
—to  Fergufom— In  a  trad,  entitled— The  Year 
Os  our  Saviour’s  Crucifixion  ascertained;  and  the 
darknefs,  at  the  time  of  his  crucifixion,  proved 
to  t;e  lupernatural — this  real  phiiofopher  inter¬ 
prets  the  remarkable  prophecy  in  the  9th  chapter 
of  Daniel,  and  concludes  his  difiertation  in  the 
following  words — “  Thus  we  have  an  aftrono- 
rnical  demon ftration  of  the  truth  of  this  ancient 
prophecy,  feeing  that  the  prophetic  year  of  the 
Meiliah’s  being  cut  off,  was  the  very  fame  with 
the  adronomical.”  I  have  fomewhere  read  an 
account  of  a  folemn  deputation  which  was  held 
at  Venice,  in  the  lad  century,  between  a  jew  and 
a  chridian: — the  chridian  ifrongly  argued,  from 
Daniel’s  prophecy  of  the  feventy  weeks,  that 
Jefus  was  the  Mefliah  whom  the  jews  had  long 
expedted,  from  the  predictions  of  their  prophets : 
— the  learned  Rabbi,  who  prefided  at  this  difpu- 
tation,  was  fo  forcibly  druck  by  the  argument, 
that  he  put  an  end  to  the  bulinefs,  by  laying — 
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Let  us  fllut  up  our  Bibles;  for  if  we  proceed 
in  the  examination  of  this  prophecy,  it  will  make 
us  all  become  chriftians.”— Was  it  a  iimilar  ap- 
nrehenfion  which  deterred  you  from  fo  much  as 
openin  '  the  book  of  Daniel !  Y ou  have  not  pro¬ 
duced  from  it  one  exceptionable  paffage.  I  hope 
you  will  read  that  book  with  attention,  with  in¬ 
telligence,  and  with  an  unbiaffed  mind  follow  the 
advice  of  our  Saviour  when  he  quoted  this  very 
prophecy — “  Let  him  that  readeth  underhand” — 
and  I  mall  not  defpair  of  your  converfion  from 
‘deiim  to  chrifhamty. 

In  order  to  difcredit  the  authority  of  the  books 
which  you  allow  to  be  genuine,  you  form  a 
ftrange  and  prodigious  hypothecs  concerning 
Ezekiel  and  Daniel,  for  which  there  is  no  man¬ 
ner  of  foundation  either  in  hiftory  or  probability. 
You  fuppofe  thefe  two  men  to  have  had  no 
dreams,  no  vifions,  no  revelation  trom  God  Al¬ 
mighty  ;  but  to  have  pretended  to  thefe  things  ; 
and,  under  that  difguiie,  to  have  carried  on  an 
enigmatical  correfponden.ee  relative  to  the  reco¬ 
very  of  their  country  from  the  Babylonian  yoke. 
That  any  man  in  his  fenfes  fhould  frame  or  adopt 
fuch  an  hypothecs,  fhould  have  fo  little  regard 
to  his  own  reputation  as  an  impartial  inquirer 
after  truth,  fo  little  refpedt  for  the  underftanding 
of  his  readers,  as  to  obtrude  it  on  the  world, 
would  have  appeared  an  incredible  circumftance, 
had  not  you  made  it  a  la£t. 

You  quote  a  paffage  from  Ezekiel ;  in  the  29th 
chapter,  ver.  n,  fpeaking  of  Egypt,  it  is  laid — 
“  No  foot  of  man  lhall  pafs  through  it,  nor  foot 
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’of  beaft  (hall  pafs  through  it,  neither  fhall  it  be 
inhabited  forty  years:” — this,  you  fay,  “never 
came  to  pafs,  and  confequently  it  is  falfe,  as  all 
the  books  I  have  already  reviewed  are.”  Now, 
that  this  did  come  to  pais,  we  have,  as  Bifhop 
-Newton  obferves,  u  the  teftimonies  of  Megaf- 
thenes  and  Beroius,  two  heathen  hiftorians,  who 
lived  about  300  years  before  Chnft ;  one  of  whom 
ctffii  ms,expreftly,  that  Nebuchadnezzar  conquered 
the  greater  part  of  Africa ;  and  the  other  affirms 
■*b  111  efFeCl,  in  faying,  that  when  Nebuchadnezzar 
heard  of  the  death  of  his  father,  having  fettled  his 
affairs  1  h  Kgypt^  and  committed  the  captives 
whom  he  took  in  Egypt  to  the  care  of  fome  of 
his  friends  to  bring  them  after  him,  he  hafted  di¬ 
rectly  to  Babylon.”  And  if  we  had  been  pof- 
lefTed  of  no  teftimony  in  fupport  of  the  prophecy, 
it  would  have  been  an  hafiy  concluflon,  that  the 
prophecy  never  came  to  pafs;  the  hiftory  of 
Egypt,  at  fo  remote  a  period,  being  no  where  ac¬ 
curately  and  circumftantially  related.  I  admit 
that  no  period  can  be  pointed  out,  from  the  age  of 
Ezekiel  to  the  prefent,  in  which  there  w7as  no  foot 
of  man  or  beaft  to  be  feen  for  forty  years  in  all 
Egypt ;  but  fome  think  that  only  a  part  of  Egypt 
is  hearfpoken  of;  and  finely  you  do  notexpeefta 
literal  accomplifliment  of  an  hyperbolical  expref- 
fion,  denoting  great  defolation  ;  importing  that  the 
trade  of  Egypt,  which  was  carried  on  then,  as  at 
prefent,  by  caravans,  by  the  foot  of  man  and 
beaft,  fhould  be  annihilated.  Had  you  taken  the 
trouble  to  have  looked  a  little  farther  into  the 
book  from  which  you  have  made  your  quotation, 

you 
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w0u  would  have  there  feen  a  prophecy,  delivered 
above  two  thoufand  years  ago,  and  which  has  been 
fulfilling  from  that  time  to  this— “  Egypt  {hall 
be  the  bafeft  of  the  kingdoms,  neither  {hall  it  exalt 
itfelf  any  more  above  the  nations  -theie  fhall  be 
no  more  a  prince  of  the  land  of  Egypt.  This 
you  may  call  a  dream,  a  vifion,  a  lie .  I  efteern 
it  a  wonderful  prophecy;  for  “  as  is  the  prophe¬ 
cy,  fo  has  been  the  event.  Egypt  was  conquered 
by  the  Babylonians ;  and  after  the  Babylonians, 
by  the  Perlians ;  and  after  the  Perfians  it  became 
iubjeff  to  the  Macedonians ;  and  after  the  Mace¬ 
donians,  to  the  Romans ;  and  after  the  Romans-, 
to  the  Saracens ;  and  then  to  the  Mamalucs ;  and 
is  now  a  province  of  the  Turkifli  empne. 

Suffer  me  to  produce  to  you,  from  this  author, 
not  an  enigmatical  letter  to  Daniel  refpeffing  the 
recovery  of  Jerufalem  from  the  hands  of  the  king 
of  Babylon,  but  an  enigmatical  prophecy  concern¬ 
ing  Zedekiah  the  king  of  Jerufalem,  before  it  was 
taken  by  the  Chaldeans. — “  I  will  bring  him 
(Zedekiah)  to  Babylon,  to  the  land  of  the  Chal¬ 
deans;  yet  {hall  he  not  fee  it,  though  he  {hall  die 
there.” — How  !  not  fee  Babylon,  when  he  fhould 
die  there!  How,  moreover,  is  this  confident, 
you  may  afk,  with  what  Jeremiah  had  foretold — 
that  Zedekiah  ihould  fee  the  eyes  of  the  king  of 
Babylon? — This  darknefs  of  expreffion,  and  ap¬ 
parent  contradiction  between  the  two  prophets, 
induced  Zedekiah  (as  Jofephus  informs  us)  to 
give  no  credit  to  either  of  them;  yet  he  unhappily 
experienced,  and  the  faff  is  worthy  your  obier,- 
vation,  the  truth  of  them  both.  He  faw  the  eyes 
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of  the  king  of  Babylon,  not  at  Babylon,  but  at 
-Kiblah;  his  eyes  were  then  put  out,  and  he  was 
carried  to  Babylon,  yet  he  law  it  not ;  and  thus 
were  the  predictions  of  both  the  prophets  verified, 
and  the  enigma  of  Ezekiel  explained. 

,  As  to  your  wonderful  difcovery  that  the  pro¬ 
phecy  of  Jonah  is  a  book  of  fome  gentile,  “  and 
that  it  has  been  written  as  a  fable,  to  expofe  the 
nonfenfe,  and  to  fatirize  the  vicious  and  malig¬ 
nant  character  of  a  Bible  prophet,  ora  predicting 
pnefi,”  I  fhall  put  it,  covered  with  hellebore ,  for 
the  fervice  of  its  author,  on  the  fame  fh elf  with 
youi  hypothefis  concerning  the  confpiracv  of 
Daniel  and  Ezekiel,  and  fhall  not  lay  another 
word  about  it. 

You  conclude  your  objections  to  the  Old  Tes¬ 
tament  in  a  triumphant  Style ;  an  angry  opponent 
would  fay,  in  a  ftyle  of  extreme  arrogance,  and 
fottifh  felf-fufiiciency. — “  I  have  gone,”  you  fay, 

through  the  Bible  (miftaking  here,  as  in  other 
places,  the  Old  Tefiament  for  the  Bible)  as  a  man 
would  go  through  a  wood,  with  an  axe  on  his 
Shoulders,  and  fell  trees;  here  they  lie;  and  the 
priefis,  if  they  can,  may  replant  them.  They 
may,  perhaps,  flick  them  in  the  ground,  but  they 
will  never  grow.” — And  is  it  poffible  that  you 
Should  think  fo  highly  of  your  performance,  as 
to  believe,  that  you  have  thereby  demolifhed  the 
authority  of  a  book,  which  Newton  himfelf  ef- 
teemed  the  mod  authentic  of  all  hiftories ;  which, 
by  its  celeftial  light,  illumines  the  darkefl  ages 
of  antiquity  ;  which  is  the  touchflone  whereby 
we  are  enabled  to  diflinguifli  between  true  and 
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fabulous  theology,  between  the  God  of  Ifraelv 
Hoi  v,  juft,  and  good,  and  the  impure  rabble  of  hea¬ 
then  Baalim  ;  which  has  been  thought,  by  com¬ 
petent  judges,  to  have  allot ded.  matter  for  the  laws 
of  Solon, ^and  a  foundation  for  the  philofophy  of 
Plato ;  which  has  been  illuftrated  by  the  labour 
of  learning,  in  all  ages  and  countries ;  and  been 
admired  and  venerated  for  its  piety,  its  fublimity, 
\:s  veracity,  by  all  who  are  able  to  read  and  un¬ 
derhand  it?  No,  fir;  you  have  gone  indeed 
through  the  wood,  with  the  beft  intention  in  the 
world  to  cut  it  down ;  but  you  have  merely  bulled 
yourfelf  in  expofing  to  vulgar  contempt  a  lew 
un lightly  fhrubs,  which  good  men  have  wifely- 
concealed  from  public  view;  you  have  entangled 
yourfelf  in  thickets  of  thorns  and  briars  ;  you  have 
loft  your  way  on  the  mountains  ol  Lebanon ; 
the  goodly  cedar  trees  whereof,  lamenting  the 
madnefs,  and  pitying  the  blindnefs  of  your  rage 
againft  them,  havefcorned  the  blunt  edge  and  the 
bafe  temper  of  your  axe,  and  laughed  unhurt  at 
the  feeblenefs  ot  your  ftroke. 

In  plain  language,  you  have  gone  through  the 
Old  Teftament  hunting  after  difficulties ;  and  you 
have  found  fome  real  ones;  thefe  you  have  en¬ 
deavoured  to  magnify  into  infurmountable  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  authority  of  the  whole  book.  When 
it  is  conlidered  that  the  Old  Teftament  is  com- 
pofed  of  feveral  books,  written  by  different  au¬ 
thors,  and  at  different  periods,  from  Mofes  to 
Malachi,  comprifing  an  abftradted  hiftory  of  a 
particular  nation  for  above  a  thoufand  years,  I 
think  the  real  difficulties  which  occur  in  it  aye 
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much  fewer,  and  of  much  lefs  importance,  than: 
could  reafonably  have  been  cxpcdled.  Apparent 
ciimculties  you  have  reprefented  as  real  ones,  with¬ 
out  hinting  at  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
been  explained.  You  have  ridiculed  things  held 
moit  tacred,  and  calumniated  characters  edeemed 
molt  venerable;  you  have  excited  the  feoffs  of 
tne  profane ;  increafed  the  lcepticifm  of  the  doubt- 
iul ;  fhaken  the  faith  of  the  unlearned;  fuerg-eded 
cavils  to  the  “  difputers  of  this  world and  per¬ 
plexed  the  minds  of  honed:  men  who  wi/h  to 
worflup  the  God  of  their  fathers  in  fincerity  and 
t-Fut  .  i  his,  and  moie  you  have  done  in  froing- 
through  the  Old  Tedament;  but  you  have  not 
io  much  as  glanced  at  the  great  defign  of  the 
whoxe,  at  tile  harmony  and  mutual  dependence  of 
t.ie  feveral  parts.  You  have  faid  nothing  of  the 
wddom  of  God  in  feledling  a  particular  people 
from  the  red  of  mankind,  not  for  their  own  fakes, 
hut  that  they  might  witnefs  to  the  whole  world,' 
in  fucceffive  ages,  his  ex i fence  and  attributes; 
that  they  might  be  an  indrument  of  fubverting 
idolatry,  of  declaring  the  name  of  the  God  of 
.lirael  throughout  the  whole  earth.  It  was  through, 
this  nation  that  the  Egyptians  faw  the  wonders 
of  God;  that  the  Canaanites  (whom  wickednefs 
had  made  a  reproach  to  human  nature)  felt  his 
judgments ;  that  the  Babylonians  iflued  their  de¬ 
crees — “  That  none  fliould  dare  to  fpeak  amifs 
of  the  God  of  lirael — that  all  fliould  fear  and 
tremble  before  him :  ” — and  it  is  through  them  that 
you  and  1,  and  all  the  world,  are  not  at  this  day 
vvorfhippers  of  idols.  You  have  faid  nothing  of 
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the  goodnefs  of  God  in  promifing,  that,  through 
the  feed  of  Abraham,  ail  the  nations  of  the  eartli 
were  to  be  blefled ;  that  the  defire  of  all  nations, 
the  bleffing  of  Abraham  to  the  gentiles,  fhould 
come.  You  have  patted  by  all  the  prophecies 
refpe&ing  the  coming  of  the  Meffiah;  though 
they  abfolutely  fixed  the  time  of  his  coming,  and 
of  his  being  cut  off;  deferibed  his  office,  charac¬ 
ter,  condition,  iuffenngs,  and  death,  in  fo  cn- 
cumftantial  a  manner,  that  we  cannot  but  be  af¬ 
ro  nifhed  at  the  accuracy  of  their  completion  in 
the  perfon  ot  jefus  of  Nazareth.  \  ou  have 
negledted  noticing  the  teflimonv  of  the  whole 
jewifh  nation,  to  the  truth  both  of  the  natural  and 
miraculous  fadls  recorded  in  the  Old  1  eflament. 
That  we  may  better  judge  of  the  weight  of  this 
tettimony,  let  us  fuppofe  that  God  fhould  now 
manifeft  himfelf  to  us,  as  we  contend  he  did  to 
the  I fra  elites  in  Egypt,  in  the  defert,  and  in  the 
land  of  Canaan;  and  that  he  fhould  continue 
thefe  manifeftations  of  himfelf  to  our  pofterify 
for  a  thoufand  years  or  more,  punching  or  re¬ 
warding  them  according  as  they  difobeyed  or 
obeyed  his  commands  ;  what  would  you  expedt 
fhould  be  the  ittue  ?  You  would  expedt  that  our 
po fieri ty  would,  in  the  remotefl  period  of  time, 
adhere  to  their  God,  and  maintain,  againft  ail 
opponents,  the  truth  of  the  books  in  which  the 
difpenfations  of  God  to  us  and  to  our  fuccelkors 
had  been  recorded.  They  would  not  yield  to  tlie 
objections  of  men,  who,  not  having  experienced 
the  fame  divine  government,  fhould,  for  want  of 
fuch  experience,  refufe  attent  to  their  teflimonv-. 
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»\o;  they  would  be  to  the  theft  furrounclirw  na¬ 
tions,  what  the  jews  are  to  us,  witnefles  of  th: 
cxtltence  and  of  the  moral  government  of  God. 


LETTER  VII. 

THE  New  Teftment,  they  tell  us,  is  found¬ 
ed  upon  the  prophecies  of  the  Old;  if  fo, 
it  mu  ft  follow  the  fate  of  its  foundation.”— Thus 
you  open  your  attack  upon  the  New  Teftament; 
and  I  agree  with  you,  that  the  New  Teftament 
inuft  follow  the  fate  of  tne  Old ;  and  that  fate  is 
to  remain  unimpaired  by  luch  efforts  as  you  have 
made  againft  it.  The  New  Teftament,  how- 
evei ,  is  not  founded  folely  on  the  prophecies  of. 
the  Old.  If  an  heathen  from  Athens  or  Rome , 
who  had  never  heard  of  the  prophecies  of  the  Old 
E e ftament,  had  been  an  eye-witnefs  of  the  mira¬ 
cles  of  Jefus,  he  would  have  made  the  fame  con- 
clufion  that  the  jew  Nicodemus  did — 44  Rabbi, 
we  know  that  thou  art  a  teacher  come  from  God  • 
for  no  man  can  do  thefe  miracles  that  thou  doeft, 
except  God  be  with  him.” — Our  Saviour  tells 
the  jews — 44  Had  ye  believed  Mofes,  ye  would 
have  believed  me;  for  he  wrote  of  me:” — and  he 
bids  them  fearch  the  feriptures,  for  they  teftified 
of  him : — but,  notwithftanding  this  appeal  to  the 
prophecies  of  the  Old  Teftament,  Jefus  faid  to 
the  jews,  “  Though  ye  believe  not  me,  believe 
the  works” — “  believe  me  for  the  very  works* 
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fake” _ «  if  I  had  not  done  among  them  the  works 

which  none  other  man  did,  they  had  not  had  fin.’* 

_ Thefe  are  fufficient  proofs  that  the  truth  of 

GhrifVs  million  was  not  even  to  the  jews,  much 
Ids  to  the  gentiles,  founded  folely  on  the  truth 
of  the  prophecies  of  the  Old  Teftament.  So  tl  at 
if  you  could  prove  fome  of  thefe  prophecies  to 
have  been  mifapplied,  and  not  completed  in  the 
perfon  of  Jefus,  the  truth  of  the  chrifhan  religion 
would  not  thereby  be  overturned.— That  Jefus 
of  Nazereth  was  the  perfon,  in  whom  all  the 
prophecies,  diretff  and  typical,  in  the  Old  I  efta- 
ment,  refpedding  the  Mefliah,  were  fulfilled,  is  a 
propofition  founded  on  thofe  prophecies,  and  to 
be  proved  by  comparing  them  with  the  hiftory  of 
his  life.  That  Jefus  was  a  prophet  fent  fi  om 
God,  is  one  propofition— that  Jefus  was  the  pro¬ 
phet,  the  Meffiah,  is  another:  and  though  he  cer¬ 
tainly  was  both  ci  prophet  and  the  propnet,  yet 
the  foundations  of  the  proof  of  thefe  pro^ofitions 

are  feparate  and  diftinT. 

The  mere  exigence  4 4  of  fuch  a  woman  as 
Mary,  and  of  fuch  a  man  as  Jofepb,  and  Jefus, 
is,  you  fay,  a  matter  of  indifference,  about  which  , 
there  is  no  ground  either  to  believe  oi  to  difbe- 
lieve. — Belief  is  different  from  knowledge,  with 
which  you  here  feem  to  confound  it.  VV  e  know 
that  the  whole  is  greater  than  its  part  and  we 
know  that  all  the  angles  in  the  fame  fegment  of  a 
circle  are  equal  to  each  other — we  have  intuition 
and  demonfti ation  as  grounds  of  this  knowledge; 
but  is  there  no  ground  tor  belief  of  paid  or  future 

exigence?  Is  there  no  ground  for  believing  that 
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the  fun  will  exift  to-morrow,  and  that  your  father 
cxifted  before  you?  You  condefcend,  however 
tothmk  it  probable,  that  there  were  fuch  perfons 
as  Maryjofeph,  and  jefus ;  and,  without  troubling 
yo uriei f  about  their  exigence  or  non-exiftence3 
a  miming,  as  it  were,  for  the  fake  of  argument,* 
but  without  positively  granting,  their  exigence* 
you  pmceed  to  inform  us,  “  that  it  is  the  fable  of 
juus  Carnd,  as  told  in  the  New  Feffament,  and 
the  wild  and  vifionary  doctrine  raifed  thereon/5 
agai nfc .which  you  contend.  You  will  not  repute 
u  a  fable,  that  there  was  fuch  a  man  as  Jefus 
Cniiit;  that  he  lived  in  Judea  near  eighteen  hun¬ 
dred  years  ago ;  that  he  went  about  doing  cr0od 
and  preaching,  not  only  in  the  villages  of  Galilee* 
but  in  the  city  of  Jerufalem;  that  he  had  feveral 
followers  who  conhantly  attended  him ;  that  be 
was  put  to  death  by  Pontius  Pilate;  that  the  dif- 
ciples  were  numerous  a  few  years  after  his  death, 
not  only  in  Judea,  but  in  Rome,  the  capital  of  the 
vvorld,  and  in  every  province  of  the  Roman  era- 
pire;  that  a  particular  day  has  been  obferved  in  a 
religious  manner,  by  all  his  followers,  in  comme¬ 
moration  of  a  real  or  fuppofed  refurredion ;  and 
that  the  conftant  celebration  of  baptifm,  and  of 
the  Lord’s  fupper,  may  be  traced  back  from  the 
prefent  time  to  him,  as  the  author  of  thofe  inftitu- 
tions.  Thefe  things  conftitute,  I  fuppofe,  no  part  - 
of  your  fable;  and  if  thefe  things  be  fads,  they 
will,  when  maturely  confidered,  draw  after  them 
fo  many  other  things  related  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  concerning  Jefus,  that  there  wall  he  left  for 
your  fable  but  very  fcanty  materials,  which  will 

require 
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require  great  fertility  of  invention  before  you  will 
drefs  them  up  into  any  form  which  will  not  dif- 
guft  even  a  fuperficial  obfeiver. 

The  miraculous  conception  you  efteem  a  fable, 
and  in  your  mind  it  is  anobfcene  fable.— Impure 
indeed  muft  that  man’s  imagination  be  who  can 
difcover  any  obfcenity  in  the  angel  s  declaration 
to  Mary— The  Holy  Ghoft  ftiail  come  upon 
thee  and  the  power  of  the  Higheft  (hall  oven- 
ill  ado  w  thee:  therefore  that  Holy  thing  which 
{hall  be  born  of  thee,  fhall  be  called  tire  Son  of 

God. _ I  wonder  you  do  not  find  obfcenity  in 

Genefis,  where  it  is  faid,  “  The  Spirit  of  God 
moved  upon  the  face  of  the  wateis,  and  brougit 
order  out  of  confufion,  a  world  out  of  a  chaos, 
by  his  foftering  influence.  As  to  the  chriftian 
faith  being  built  upon  the  heathen  mythology, 
there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  the  afiertion ; 
there  would  have  been  fome  for  faying,  that  much 
'  of  the  heathen  mythology  was  built  upon  the 
events  recorded  in  the  Old  I  eflament. 

You  come  now  to  a  demonftration,  or,  which 
amounts  to  the  fame  thing,  to  a  propofition  which 
cannot,  you  fay,  be  controverted : — firft,  “  That 
the  agreement  of  all  the  parts  of  a  floiy  does  not 
prove  that  ftory  to  be  true,  becaufe  the  parts  may 
agree  and  the  whole  may  be  falle; — fecondly, 
That  the  dlfagreement  of  the  parts  of  a  ftory 
proves  that  the  whole  cannot  he  true.  "1  he  agree¬ 
ment  does  not  prove  truth,  but  the  difagreement 
proves  falfehood  pofttively.”  Great  ufe,  I  per¬ 
ceive,  is  to  he  made  of  this  propofition.  \  ou 

v;ill  pardon  my  unfkilfulnefs  in  dialectics,  if  1 

prefume 
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•prefume  to  controvert  the  truth  of  this  abftrad 
propofition,  as  applied  to  any  purpofe  in  life. 

1  ne  agreement  of  the  parts  of  a  fiory  implies  that 
-  )e  ilory  has  been  told  by,  at  leaft,  two  perfons 
tine  life  or  Dodor  Johnfon,  for  in  fiance,  bv  Sir 
John  Hawkins  and  Mr.  Bofwell.)  Now,  I  think 

rtr  Poffibie  for  even  two  perfons,  and  the 
difficulty  is  increafed  if  tliere  are  more  than  two 

to  write  the  hiftory  of  the  life  of  any  one  of  their 
acquaintance,  without  there  being  a  confiderable 
difference  between  them,  with  raped  to  the  num¬ 
ber  and  order  of  the  incidents  of  his  life.  Some 
tilings  will  be  omitted  by  one,  and  mentioned  by 
toe  other;  fome  things  will  be  briefly  touched  by 
one,  and  the  fame  things  will  be  circumftantially 
detailed  by  the  other ;  the  fame  things,  which  are 
mentioned  in  the  fame  way  by  them  both,  may 
not  be  mentioned  as  having  happened  exa&iy  at 
tne  lair, e  point  of  time,  with  other  poffible  and 
probable  differences.  But  thefe  real  or  apparent 
difficulties,  in  minute  circumftances,  will  not  in¬ 
validate,  their  teftimony  as  to  the  material  tranfac- 
tions  ot  his  life,  much  lefs  will  they  render  the 
whole  of  it  a  table.  If  feveral  independent  wit- 
nedes,  of  fair  charader,  fliould  agree  in  all  the 
parts  of  a  Ilory,  (in  teftifying,  for  inftance,  that  a 
murder  or  a  robbery  was  committed  at  a  parti¬ 
cular  time,  in  a  particular  place,  and  by  a  certain 
individual,)  every  court  of  juflice  in  the  world 
would  admit  the  fad,  notwithstanding  the  ab- 

Ifnid  poffibiiity  of  the  whole  being  falfe: _ a 'rain, 

k  lcvuai  lionet!  men  lliouid  agree  in  laving,  that 
they  fa\v  the  king  of  France  beheaded,  though 

they.- 
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they  (hould  difagree  about  the  figure  of  the  guil¬ 
lotine,  or  the  fize  of  his  executioner,  as  to  the 
king’s  hands  being  bound  or  loofe,  as  to  his  being 
compofed  or  agitated  in  afeending  the  fcaffold,  yet 
every  court  of  juflice  in  the  world  would  think, 
that  fuch  difference,  refpeding  the  circumflances 
of  the  fad,  did  not  invalidate  the  evidence  refped- 
ino-  the  fad  itfelf.  When  you  fpeak  of  the  whole 
of° a  ftory,  you  cannot  mean  every  particular  cir- 
cumftance  conneded  with  the  ftory,  but  not  ef- 
fential  to  it ;  you  muft  mean  the  pith  and  marrow 
of  the  ftory ;  for  it  would  be  impoffible  to  efta- 
blifh  the  truth  of  any  fad,  (of  admirals  By ng  or 
Keppel,  for  example,  having  negleded  or  not 
negleded  their  duty)  if  a  difagreement  in  the  evi¬ 
dence  of  witneffes,  in  minute  points,  fliould  be 
confidered  as  annihilating  the  weight  of  their  evi¬ 
dence  in  points  of  importance.  In  a  word,  the 
relation  of  a  fad  differs  effentially  from  the  de- 
monftration  of  a  theorem.  If  one  ftep  is  left  out, 
one  link  in  the  chain  of  ideas  conftituting  a  de- 
monftration  is  omitted,  the  conclufion  will  be 
deflroyed ;  but  a  fad  may  be  eftabliihed,  not- 
with {landing  a  difagreement  cf  the  witneffes  in 
certain  trifling  particulars  of  their  evidence  re¬ 
fpeding  it. 

You  apply  your  incontrovertible  proportion  to 
the  genealogies  of  Chrift  given  by  Matthew  and 
Luke — there  is  a  difagreement  between  them; 
therefore,  you  fay,  “  If  Matthew  fpeak  truth, 
Luke  fpeaks  falfehood  ;  and  if  Luke  ipeak  truth, 
Matthew  fpeaks  falfehood  ;  and  thence  there  is  no 
authority  for  believing  either ;  and  if  they  cannot  be 

believed 
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believed  even  in  the  very  firft  thing  they  fay  and 
let  out  to  prove,  they  are  not  entitled  to  be  believed 
in  any  thing  they  fay  afterwards. ”  I  cannot  ad¬ 
mit  either  your  premifes  or  your  conclufion — not 
your  conclufion,  becaufe  two  authors,  who  differ 
m  tracing  back  the  pedigree  of  an  individual  for 
above  a  thoufand  years,  cannot,  on  that  account, 
be  efteemed  incompetent  to  bear  teftimony  to  the 
'tranfa£!ions  of  his  life,  unlefs  an  intention  to 
falfily  could  be  proved  again  ft  them.  If  two 
Welfti  hiftorians  fhould,  at  this  time,  write  the 
life  of  any  remarkable  man  of  theft  country,  who 
had  been  dead  twenty  or  thirty  years,  and  fhould, 
through  different  brandies  of  their  genealogical 
tree,  carry  up  the  pedigree  to  Cadwallon ,  would 
they,  on  account  of  that  difference,  be  di (credited 
in  every  thing  they  faid  ?  Might  it  not  be  believed 
that  they  gave  the  pedigree  as  they  had  found  it 
recorded  in  different  i  lift  ruments,  but  with  out  the 
leaft  intention  to  write  a  falfehood  ? — I  cannot  ad¬ 
mit  your  premifes ;  becaufe  Matthew  fpeaks  truth, 
and  Luke  fpeaks  truth,  though  they  do  not  fpeak 
the  fame  truth  ;  Matthew  giving  the  genealogy  of 
Jofeph  the  reputed  father  of  Jefus,  and  Luke  giv¬ 
ing  die  genealogy  of  Mary  the  mother  of  Jefus. 
It  you  will  not  admit  this,  other  explanations  of 
the  difficulty  might  he  given ;  but  I  hold  it  fuff- 
cient  to  fay,  that  the  authors  had  no  delign  to 
deceive  the  reader  ;  that  they  took  their  accounts 
from  the  public  regifters,  which  were  carefully 
kept;  and  that  had  they  been  fabricators  of  thefe 
genealogies,  they  would  have  been  expofed  at  the 
time  to  inftant  detection,  and  the  certainty  of  that 
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-detection  would  have  prevented  them  from  male* 
ing  the  attempt  to  impofe  a  falfe  genealogy  on  the 
jewifh  nation. 

But  that  you  may  effe&ually  overthrow  the 
credit  of  thefe  genealogies,  you  make  the  following 
calculation: — “  From  the  birth  of  David  to  the 
birth  of  Chrift  is  upwards  of  1080  years ;  and  as 
there  were  but  27  full  generations,  to  find  the  aver¬ 
se  aeeof  eacli  perfon  mentioned  in  St.  Matthew’s 
lift  at"  the  time  his  firft  fon  was  born-,  it  is  only 
neceflary  to  divide  1080  by  27,  which  gives  40 
years  for  each  perfon.  As  the  life-time  of  man 
was  then  but  of  the  fame  extent  it  is  now,  it  is  an 
abfurdity  to  fu-ppofe,  that  27  generations  ftiould 
all  be  old  bachelors,  before  they  married.  So  far 
from  this  genealogy  being  afolemn  truth,  it  is  not 
even  a  reafonable  lie.” — This  argument  affumes 
the  appearance  of  arithmetical  accuracy,  and  the 
conclufton  is  in  a  ftyle  which  even  its  truth  would 
not  excufe: — yet  the  argument  is  good  tor  no¬ 
thing,  and  the  conclufion  is  not  true.  You  have 
read  the  Bible  with  fome  attention  ;  and  you  are 
-extremelv  liberal  in  imputing  to  it  lies  and  abfur- 
dides ;  read  it  over  again,  especially  the  books  of 
the  Chronicles,  and  you  will  there  find,  that,  in 
the  genealogical  lift  of  St.  Matthew,  three  gene¬ 
rations  are  omitted  between  Joram  and  Ozias; 
Joram  was  the  father  of  Azariah,  Azariah  of 
Joalh,  joafti  of  Amaziah,  and  Amaziah  or  Ozias. 
I  inquire  not,  in  this  place,  whence  this  omiftion 
proceeded;  whether  it  is  to  be  attributed  to  an 
■error  in  the  genealogical  tables  from  whence  Mat¬ 
thew  took  his  account,  or  to  a  corruption  oi  the 
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iext  of  the  evangelid;  ftill  it  is  an  omifTion.  7\T ow 
ir  you  will  add  thele  three  generations  to  the  27 
you  mention,  and  divide  1080  by  30,  you  will 
find  the  average  age  when  thefe  jews  had  each  of 
them  their  fird  fon  born  was  36.  They  married 
fo oner  than  they  ought  to  have  done,  according 
to  Aridotle,  who  fixes  thirty-feven  as  the  moft 
proper  age  when  a  man  fliould  marry.  T\  or  w?as 
it  neceffary  that  they  fliould  have  been  old  bache¬ 
lors,  though  each  of  them  had  not  a  fon  to  fuc- 
ceed  him  till  he  was  thirty-fix;  they  might  have 
been  married  at  twenty,  without  having  a  fon  till 
they  were  forty.  You  afTume,  in  your  argument, 
that  the  firft  born  fon  fucceeded  the  father  in  the 
lid: — this  is  not  true.  Solomon  fucceeded  David-; 
yet  David  had  at  lead  fix  fons,  who  were  grown 
to  manhood  before  Solomon  w7as  born;  and  Re- 
hoboam  had  at  lead  three  fons  before  he  had  Abiu 
(Abijah)  who  fucceeded  him. — It  is  needlefs  to 
cite  more  indances  to  this  purpofe ;  but  from  thefe, 
and  other  circumdances  which  might  be  infided 
upon,  I  can  fee  no  ground  for  believing,  that  the 
genealogy  of  Jefus  Chrid,  mentioned  by  St.  Mat¬ 
thew,  is  not  a  folemn  truth, 

You  infid  much  upon  fome  things  being  men¬ 
tioned  by  one  evangelid,  which  are  not  mention¬ 
ed  by  all  or  by  any  of  the  others ;  and  you  take 
this  to  be  a  reafon  why  we  diouid  confider  the 
gofpels,  not  as  the  works  of  Matthew,  Mark, 
JLuke  and  John,  but  as  the  productions  of  feme 
'unconnected  individuals,  each  of  whom  made  his 
own  legend.  1  do  not  admit  the  truth  of  this  fup- 
pofition ;  but  I  may  be  allowed  to  ufe  it  as  an  ar¬ 
gument 
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parent  againft  yourfelf—  it _  removes  every  pof- 
iibic  iuipicion  of  fraud  and  impohuie,  and  con¬ 
firms  the  go  Ip  el  hiftory  in  the  ftrongefl:  manner. 
Four  unconnetl(:d  individuals  have  eacn  ventten 
memoirs  of  the  life  of  Jefus ;  fi  om  wn^tevci  fouren 
they  derived  their  materials,  it  is  evident  that  they 
a erree  m  a  great  many  paiticulais  of  die  laid  im¬ 
portance;  fuch  as  the  purity  of  his  manners ;  the 
lancdity  of  his  dofitrines ;  the  multitude  and  pub¬ 
licity  of  his  miracles;  the  perfecu  ting  fpirit  of  his 
enemies ;  the  manner  ot  his  death ;  and  the  cer¬ 
tainty  of  his  relurreddion ;  and  whilfd  they  agiee 
in  thefe  great  points,  their  difagreement  in  pointy 
of  little  confequence,  is  rather  a  confirmation  of 
the  truth,  than  an  indication  of  the  falfhood,  ot 
their  feveral  accounts. — Had  they  agreed  in  no¬ 
thing,  their  teflimony  ought  to  have  been  i  ejected 
as  a  legendary  tale;  had  they  agreed  in  every 
thing,  it  might  have  been  fa fp edited  that,  infdead 
of  unconnedded  individuals,  they  were  a  fee  ot 
imp  o  (tors.  The  manner  in  which  the  evangelifts 
have  recorded  the  particulars  of  the  life  of  Jefus, 
is  wholly  conformable  to  what  we  experience  in 
other  biographers,  and  claims  our  highefd  afifent 
to  its  truth ;  notwithftanding  the  force  of  your 
incontrovertible  proposition. 

As  an  inftance  of  eontradiddion  between  the 
evangelifts,  you  tell  us,  that  Matthew  fays,  the 
angel,  announcing  the  immaculate  conception, 
appeared  unto  Jofeph  ;  but  Luke  lays,  lie  appeared 
unto  Mary.— ‘-The  angel,  Sir,  appeared  to  them 
both ;  to  Mary,  when  he  informed  her  that  (he 
fhould,  by  the  po  wer  of  God,  conceive  a  fon ; 
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*°  J01ePfh  months  afterwards,  when  Mary’s 
pregnancy  was  vi/ible  ;  in  the  interim  /he  had  paid 
a  vhit  of  three  months  to  her  confin  Elizabeth. 
•*t  might  have  been  expected,  that,  from  the  ac¬ 
curacy  with  which  you  have  read  your  Bible,  you 
coind  not  have  confounded  theieobvioufly-di/lincl 
appearances ;  but  men,  even  of  candour,  are  liable 
to  ms  flakes.  Who,  you  afk,  would  now  believe 
a  girl,  who  fhouid  fay  file  was  gotten  with  child 
by  a  ghofl? — Who,  but  youidelf,  would  ever 
trave  aikeu  a  queflion  fo  abominably  indecent  and 
profane?  I  cannot  argue  with  you  on  this  fub- 
jedl.— — \  on  will  never  perfuade  the  world,  that 
tile  Holy  Spirit  of  God  has  any  refemblauce  to 
the  fhge  ghofts  in  Hamlet  or  Macbeth,  from. 
Vvii  ch  you  feem  to  have  derived  your  idea  of  it. 

I  he  /lory  of  the  maflacre  of  the  young  chih 
m  en  by  the  order  of  Herod,  is  mentioned  only  by 
Matthew  ;  and  therefore  you  think  it  is  a  lie.  We 
mu/l  give  up  all  hiflory  ir  we  refufe  to  admit  facts 
recorded  by  only  one  hiftorian.  Matthew  ad- 
cJrdFed  his  gofpel  to  the  jews,  and  put  them  in  mind 
of  a  circum  fiance,  of  whyeh  they  mufl  have  had 
a  melancholy  remembrance;  hut  gentile  converts 
were  lefs  in  te  re  Rodin  that  event.  .The  evangel  ills 
were  not  writing  the  life  of  Herod,  but  of  Jefus  ; 
it  is  no  wonder  that  they  omitted,  above  half  a  cen¬ 
tury  after  the  death  of  Herod,  an  inflance  of  his 
cruelty,  which  was  not  eflentially  connected  with 
their  iuhjccl.  The  maflacre,  however,  was  pro¬ 
bably  known  even  at  Rome  ;  and  it  was  certainly 
correfpondent  to  the  charadler  of  Herod.  John, 
you  fav,  at  the  time  of  the  maflacre,  “  was  under 

two. 
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two  years  of  age,  and  yet  he  efcaped;  fo  that  the 
ftory circumftantially  belies  itfelf.”— John  was 
fix  months  older  than  Jefus;  and  you  cannot 
prove  tli at  he  was  not  beyond  die  age  to  which 
the  order  of  Herod  extended  ;  it  probably  leached 
no  farther  than  to  thofe  who  had  completed  then 
hr  ft  year,  without  including  thofe  who  had  enter¬ 
ed  upon  their  fecond:  but  without  inlifting  upon 
this,  ftillT  contend  that  you  cannot  prove  John  to 
have  been  under  two  years  of  age  at  the  time  oi 
the  maffacre ; .  and  I  could  give  many  probable 
reafons  to  the  contrary...  Nor  is  it  certain  that 
John  was,  at  that  time,  in  that  part  of  die  coun¬ 
try  to  which  the  edi£l  of  Herod  extended.  But 
there  would  .be  no  end  of  anfwering,  at  length, . 
all  your  little  objetftions. 

No  two  of  the  evangel ifts,  you  obferve,  agree 
in  reciting,  exactly  in  the  fame  words ,  tne  written 
infeription  which  .was  put  over  Chrift  when  he 
was  crucified.- — I  admit  that  there  is  an  uneiTen- 
tial  verbal  difference;  and  are  you  certain  that: 
there. -was  not  a  verbal  difference  in  the  inferi'p- 
tions  themfelves? — One  was  written  in  Hebrew, 
another  in  ,, Greek,  another  in  Latin  ;  and,  though  , 
they  had  all  the  fame  meaning,  yet  it  is  probable, 
that  if  two  men  had  mandated  the  Hebrew  and 
the  Latin  into  Greek,  there  would  have  been  a* 
verbal  difference  between  their  tranflations.  You 
have  rendered  yourfelf  famous  by  writing  a  book 
called — The  Rights  of  Man: — had  you  been- 
guillotined  by  Robeipierre,  with  this  title,  written 
ia  French,  Englifti,  and  German,  and  affixed  to 
the  guillotine — Thomas  Paine,  of  America,  au~ 
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■  thor  of  The  Rights  of  Man— and  had  four  per- 
ons,  ome  of  whom  had  leen  the  execution,  and 
mereit  had  heard  of  it  from  eye-witnefles,  written 
fhort  accounts  of  your  life  twenty  years  or  more 
a  ter  yotu  death,  and  one  had  faid  the  infcription 
was— This  is  Thomas  Paine,  the  author  of  The 
Jghts  of  Man — another,  The  author  of  The 
°t  ^an — a  This  is  the  author  of 

p  he  k,£jlts  of  Man— and  a  fourth,  Thomas 
l  ame,  ot  America,  the  author  of  the  Rights  of 

Man—woujj  any  man  0f  common  ftnfe  jlave 

coughed,  on  account  of  tnis  dilagreement,  the  ve¬ 
racity  of  the  authors  in  writing  your  life  ?■ _ “  The 

omy  one,  you  tell  us,  “  of  the  men  called  apof- 
tles,  who  appears  to  have  been  near  the  fpot 
where  Jefus  was  crucified,  was  Peter.” — This, 
voui  aifertion,  is  not  true — we  do  not  know  that 
Peter  was  piefent  at  the  crucifixion ;  but  we  do. 
Know  that  John,  the  difciple  whom  Jefus  loved, 
was  prefent;  for  Jefus  fpoke  to  him  from  the 
crofs. — You  go  on,  “  But  why  iltould  we  believe* 
1  eter,  convicted,  by  their  own  account,  of  perjury, 
in  fwearing  that  he  knew  not  Jefus  ?”  I  will  tell 
you  why  becaufe  Peter  hncercly  repented  of 
the  wickednefs  into  which  he  had  been  betrayed, 
thiough  feai  for  Ins  life,  and  fullered  martyrdom 
in  attention  of  the  truth  of  the  chriftian  religion. 

But  the  evangelifts  difagree,  you  fay,  lioUanly 
as  to  the  fuperfcription  on  the  crofs,  but  as  to  the 
time  of  the  crucifixion,  “  Mark  faying  it  was  at 
the  third  hour  (nine  in  the  morning,")  and  John  at 
the  fix th  hour  (twelve,  as  you  fuppofe  at  noon.)” 
Various  folutious  have  been  given  of  this  diffi¬ 
culty. 
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culty,  none  of  which  fatisfied  Dodor  Middleton, 
much  lefs  can  it  be  expected  that  any  of  them 
fhould  fatisfy  you ;  but  there  is  a  folution  not  no¬ 
ticed  by  him,  in  which  many  jud.c.ous  men  have 
acquiefced — That  John,  writing  his  gofpel  in 
Alia,  ufed  the  Roman  method  ot  computing  time ; 
which  was  the  fame  as  our  own ;  fo  that  by  the 
fixdr  hour,  when  Jefus  was  condemned ,  we  are 
to  underhand  fix  o’clock  in  the  morning;  the  in¬ 
termediate  time  from  fix  to  nine,  when  he  was 
crucified,  being  employed  in  preparing  tor  the  cru¬ 
cifixion.  But  if  this  difficulty  fhould  be  ftill  ef- 
teemed  infuperable,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  will 
always  remain  fo ;  and  if  it  fhould  the  main  point, 
the  crucifixion  of  Jefus,  will  not  be  affeded  there- 

'I  cannot,  in  this  place,  omit  remarking  tome 
circumftances  attending  the  crucifixion,  winch, 
are  fo  natural,  that  we  might  have  wondered  if 
they  had  not  occurred.  Of  all  the  dilciples  of 
Telus,  John  was  beloved  by  him  with  a  peculiar 
decree  of  affection ;  and,  as  kindnefs  procuces 
kindnefs,  there  can  be  little  douot  that  the  regair 
was  reciprocal.  Now,  whom  fhould  we  expert 
to  be  the  attendants  of  Jefus  in  his  laid  fullering. 
Whom  but  John,  the  friend  of  his  heart. 
Whom  but  his  mother,  wliofe  foul  was  now 
pierced  through  by  the  fword  of  forrow,  which 
Simeon  had'  foretold  ?— Whom  but  thole,  who 
had  been  attached  to  him  through  life  ;  who,  hav¬ 
ing  been  healed  by  him  of  their  infirmities,  were 
impelled  by  gratitude  to  mini  her  to  him  of  their 

fubftance,  to  be  attentive  to  all  his  wants .  f  heic 

were 
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toattend  hif  f°nS  Wh°ni  W<T  rnou!<1  have  expected 
wVom  h'nXecunon  ;  and  were  there.  To 

tTons  reW°U  an  exPiring  fon,  of  the  beft  affec- 
r  1  m’  ,  °™mend  a  !>°or,  and,  probably,  a  widow- 
e;l  mother,  hot  to  his  warmed  friend /-And  this 

tortnrpUS"  1  Unn?lad!ld  tIle  extremity  of  his  own 
L.  ’  and  anxious  t0  alleviate  the  burden  of  her- 
'vs,  and  to  pro  ted  her  old  age  from  future 
want  and  mtfery,  he  faid  to  his  beloved  difciple— 
lienold  thy  mother !  and  from  that  hour  that 
utlciple  took  her  to. his  own  home.”  I  own  to 
}ou,  t.iatfuch  mflances  asthefe,  of  the  conformity 
o.  events  to  our  probable  expedation,  are  to  me 
genmne  marks  ot  the  fimplicity  and  truth  of  the- 
g°-pels;  and  far  outweigh,  a  thoufand  little  objec-. 

tb-n^’  a,;mg  '0:?  °Ur  'Snorance  of  manners, 

!  '  '  and  orcumftances,  or  from  our.  incapacity' 
t?  comprehend  the  means  ufed  by  the  Supreme- 
^mg, ui  . me  moral  government  of  his  creatures. 

at^Vi  o  -nlent'0ns  fcveral  miracles  which, 
ci.cnded  our  Saviour  s  crucifixion— the  darknefs 

woucn  overfpread  the  land— the  rending  of  the . 

vet!  ot  the  temple—  an  earthquake  which  rent  the 

ocks— and  the  refurredton  of  many,  faints,  and 

!•’  “  S°lnS  the  holy  city.— “  Such,”  you  .' 

d/’.  “ 's  tle  account  which  this  dafhing  writer 

of  the  hook  of  Matthew  gives,  hut  in  which  he 

is  not  hippo, -;ed  by  the  writers  of  theother  books.” 

\  "s  ;s  ll°t  accurately  expreffed ; ,  Matthew  is  fup- 

pmtea  by_  Mark  and  Luke,  with  refped  to  two 

of  ne  miracles— the  darknefs-and  the  rending 

Jle  ve,i and  their  omiffion  of  the  others  does 

no:  prpvp,  that  they  were  either  ignorant  of  them,. 


(  II?  } 

#r  difbelieved  them.  I  think  it  idle  to  pretend  to 
Tay  poiitively  what  influenced  them  to  mention 
only  two  miracles ;  they  probably  thought  mem 
fufficient  to  convince  any  perion,  as  they  con¬ 
vinced  the  centurion,  that  Jems  w<-.s  a  1  >gn  e0l;s 
man” — “  the  Son  of  God.”  And  thefe  two  nit¬ 
rides  were  better  calculated  to  produce  general 
conviftion  amongft  the  perfons  for  whofe  benefit 
Mark  and  Luke  wrote  their  gofpels,  than  either 
the  earthquake  or  the  refurredhon  o(  me  faints. 
The  earthquake  was,  probably,  confined  to  a 
particular  (pot,  and  might,  by  an  objector,  nave 
been  called  a  natural  phenomenon ;  and  thole  to 
whom  the  faints  appeared  might,  at  toe  time  o 
writing  the  gofpels  of  Mark  and  Lime,  have  een 
dead:  but  the  darknefs  mu  ft  have  been  genera  ly 
known  and  remembered ;  and  the  veil  of  the  tem¬ 
ple  might  ftill  be  preserved  at  the  time  theie  au¬ 
thors  wrote. — As  to  John  not  mentioning  any  ot 
thefe  miracles — it  is  well  known  that  Ins  go  pe 
was  written  as  a  kind  ot  fupplement  to  the  ot  iei 
p-ofpels ;  he  has  therefore  omitted  many  things 
which  the  other  three-  evangelifts  had  related,  and 
he  has  added  feveral  things  which  they  had  not 
mentioned;  ill  particular,  he  has  added  a  circum- 
ftance  of  great  importance;  he  tehs  us  that  he 
faw  one  of  the  foldiers  pierce  the  fide  of  Telus 
with  a  fpear,  and  that  blood  and  watei  flowed 
through  the  wound ;  and  left  any  one  Inould  doubt 
of  the  fa£T,  from  its  not  being  mentioned  by  the 
other  evangelifts,  he  afterts  it  with  peculiar  ear- 
neftnefs — ■“  And  he  that  faw  it,  have  record,  anu 

his  record  is  true:  and  he  knoweth  that  he  faith, 

tv  u.e> 
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A2' y£  m!Shtbejieve.”— John  faw  blood  anj 
^;‘te‘  iJo7‘ng  from  the  wound ;  the  blood  is  eafilv 

accounted  lor ;  but  whence  came  the  water?  The 
anatomifts  teii  us— that  it  came  from  the  pericar- 
r  non fo  confident  is  evangelical  teftimonv 
?’.,tn  *e  curious  refearches  into  natural 
.cience  —  You  amufe  yourfelf  with  the  account  of 
wnat  the  'cnpture  calls  many  faints,  and  you  call 
an  army  of  lamts,  and  are  angry  with  Matthew 
01  not  Having  told  you  a  great  many  things  about 
them— It  is  very  poffible  that  Matthew  might 
have  known  the  fact  of  their  refurredion,  with- 
out  knowing  every  thing  about  them  ;  but  if  he 
T  grat|hed  your  curiolity  in  every  particular, 

-  am  of  opinion  that  you  would  not  have  believed 
a  word  of  what  he  had  told  you.  I  have  no 
curiolity  on  the  fubjed;  it  is  enough  for  me  to 
now that  “  Chrift  was  tbefirfl  fruits  of  them  that 
yept  '  and  “  that  all  that  are  in  the  graves  fhali 
Hear  his  voice  and  fhali  come  forth,”  as  thole  holv 
men  did,  who  heard  the  voice  of  the  Son  of  Got! 
at  his  refurredion,  and  paffed  from  death  to  life 
if  1  dit rib  indulge  myfelf  in  being  wife  above  what 
ls  WMtten>  I  might  be  able  to  anfwer  many  of 
your  inquiries  relative  to  thefe  faints:  but  1  dare 
not  touch  toe  ail,  of  the  Lord,  I  dare  not  lupport 
the  authority  of  lcripture  by  the  boldnefs  of  con- 
jedure.  Whatever  difficulty  tliere  may  be  in 
accounting  for  the  filence  of  the  other  evangelifts, 
and  of  St.  Paul  aifo,  on  tins  fubjed,  yet  there  is  a 
greater  difficulty  in  fuppoling  that  Matthew  did 
not  givea  true  narration  of  what  had  happened  at 
the  crucifixion.  If  tliere  had  been  no  fupematural 
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Earknefs,  no  earthquake,  nor  ending  of  the  veil  of 
the  temple,  no  graves  opened,  no  lefunedfion  of 
holy  men,  no  appearance  oi  tnem  unto  many  - 
if  none  of  thefe  things  had  been  true,  or  rather,  if 
any  one  of  them  had  been  falfe,  what  motive 
could  Matthew,  writing  to  the  jews,  have  had 
for  trumping  up  fuch  wonderful  dories?  He 
wrote,  as  every  man  does,  with  an  intention  to 
be  believed ;  and  yet  every  jew  he  met  would  have 
dared  him  in  the  face,  and  told  him  that  he  was  a 
liar  and  an  impodor.  What  author,  who,  twenty 
years  hence,  fhould  addrefs  to  the  French  nation 
an  hidory  of  Louis  XVI.  would  venture  to  ad 
drm,  that  when  he  was  beheaded  there  was  dark- 
nefs  for  three  hours  over  all  France  ?  that  there 
was  an  earthquake  ?  that  rocks  were  fplit  ?  graves 
opened?  and  dead  men  brought  to  life,  who  ap¬ 
peared  to  many  perfons  in  Paris? — It  is  quite  im- 
podlble  to  fuppofe,  that  any  one  would  dare  to 
publidi  fuch  obvious  lies  ;  and  I  think  it  equally 
impoffible  to  fuppofe,  that  Matthew  would  have 
dared  to  publidi  his  account  of  what  happened 
at  the  death  of  Jefus,  had  not  that  account  been 
generally  known  to  be  true. 
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'  letter  VIII. 

‘‘  '■  '  .  "  '  C.  J  (  •  T  ; 

THE  tale  of  the  re  furred  ion,”  you  fay5 
follows  that  of  the  crucifixion.” — You 
have  accuftomed  me  fo  much  to  this  kind  of  Ian- 
guage,  that  when  I  find  you  fpeaking  of  a  tale, 
I  have  no  doubt  of  meeting  with  a  truth.  From 
the  apparent  diiagreement  in  the  accounts  which 
the  evangelifhs  have  given  of  fome  circumftances 
relpedmg  the  refurredion,  you  remark — “  If  the 
writers  of  thefe  books  had  gone  into  any  court  of 
juffice  to  pi  ove  an  alibi ,  (for  it  is  of  the  nature 
of  ail  alibi  that  is  here  attempted  to  be  proved, 
namely,  tne  abfence  of  a  dead  body  by  fupematu- 
ral  means,)  and  had  given  their  evidence  in  the 
fame  conti  adidory  manner  as  it  is  here  given, 
they  would  have  been  in  danger  of  having  their 
ears  cropt’tor  perjury,  and  would  have  iufidy  de¬ 
served  it” — “  hard  words,  or  hanging,”  it  feems, 
if  you  had  been  their  judge.  Now,  I  maintain,  that 
it  is  the  brevity  with  which  the  account, of  the 
refurredion  is  given  by  all  the  evangelifts,  which 
has  occafioned  the  feeming  confufion ;  and  that 
this  confufion  would  have  been  cleared  up  at  once, 
if  the  witneffes  of  the  refurredion  had  been  exa¬ 
mined  before  any  judicature.  As  we  cannot  have 
this  viva  voce  examination  of  all  the  witneffes, 
let  us  call  up  and  queftion  the  evangelifts  as  wit* 
•ndfes  to  a  fupernatural  alibi. — Did  you  find  the 

fepulchre 
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fepulchre  of  Jefus  empty?  One  of  us  actually 
faw  it  empty,  and  the  reft  heard,  from  eye-wit- 
neffes,  that  it  was  empty.— Did  you,  or  any  of 
the  followers  of  Jefus,  take  away  the  dead  body 
from  the  fepulchre?  All  anfwer,  No. — Did  the 
foldiers,  or  the  jews,  take  away  the  body  ?  No. — ■ 
How  are  you  certain  of  that  ?  Becaufe  we  faw  the 
body  when  it  was  dead,  and  we  faw  it  afterwards 
when  it  was  alive. — How  do  you  know  that  what 
you  faw  was  the  body  ot  Jefus?  We  had  been 
long  and  intimately  acquainted  with  Jefus,  and 
knew  his  perfon  periedtly. — Were  you  not  af¬ 
frighted,  and  miftook  a  fpirit  for  a  body?  No; 
the  body  had  flefh  and  bones ;  we  are  lure  that  it 
was  the  'Aery  body  which  hung  upon  the  crofs 
tor  we  faw  the  wound  in  the  fide,  and  the  print 
of  the  nails  in  the  hands  and  feet. — And  all  this 
you  are  ready  to  fwear?  We  are  ;  and  we  are 
ready  to  die  alio,  fooner  than  we  will  deny  any 
part  ot  it. —  I  his  is  the  teftimony  which  all  the 
evangelifts  would  give,  in  whatever  court  of  jus¬ 
tice  they  were  examined;  and  this,  I  apprehend, 
would  fufficiently  eitablifh  the  alibi  of  the  dead 
body  from  the  fepulchre  by  fupernatural  means. 

But  as  the  refurrection  of  jefus  is  a  point  which 
you  attack  with  all  your  force,  I  will  examine 
minutely  the  principal  of  your  objections;  1  do 
not  think  them  deferring  of  this  notice,  but  they 
ihall  have  it.  the  book  of  Matthew,  you  lay, 
ftates  that  when  Chrift  was  put  in  the  fepul- 
chre,  the  jews  applied  to  Pilate  for  a  watch  or  a 
guaul  to  be  placed  over  the  fepulchre,  to  prevent 
die  body  being  ftolcn  by  the  dilciples.” — I  admit 
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this  account,  but  it  is  not  the  whole  of  the  ac¬ 
count:  you  have  omitted  the  reafon  for  the  re~ 
quetf  which  the  chief  priefhs  made  to  Pilate— 
64  Sir,  we  remember  that  that  deceiver  faid,  while 
he  was  yet  alive,  after  three  days  I  will  rife  again.” 
* — It  is  material  to  remark  this;  for  at  the  very 
time  that  Jefus  predicted  his  refurreCtion,  he  pre¬ 
dicted  alfo  his  crucifixion,  and  all  that  he  fhould 
Puffer  from  the  malice  of  thole  very  men  who  now 
applied  to  Pilate  for  a  guard. — “  He  fhewed  to 
his  diPci pies,  how  that  he  muff  go  unto  Jerufalem, 
and  fuffer  many  things  of  the  elders,  and  chief 
priefhs,  and  fcribes,  and  be  killed,  and  be  raifed 
^  again  the  third  day.”  (Matt.  xvi.  2  1.)  Thefe 
‘  men  knew  full  well  that  the  firff  part  of  this  pre¬ 
diction  had  been  accurately  fulfilled  through  their 
malignity  ;  and,  inffead  of  repenting  of  what  they 
had  done,  they  were  fo  infatuated  as  to  fuppofe, 
that  by  a  guard  of  foldiers  they  could  prevent  the 
completion  of  the  fee  on  cb — The  other  books,  you 
obferve,  64  fay  nothing  about  this  application,  nor 
about  the  fealing  of  the  (tone,  nor  the  guard,  nor 
-the  watch,  and  according  to  thefe  accounts  there 
were  none.” — This,  fir,  I  deny.  The  other 
books  do  not  fay  that  there  were  none  of  thefe 
things;  how  often  muff  I  repeat,  that  omiflions 
are  not  contradictions,  nor  iilence  concerning  a 
faCt  a  denial  of  it  ? 

You  go  on — 44  The  book  of  Matthew  conti¬ 
nues  its  account,  that  at  the  end  of  the  iabbath, 
as  it  began  to  dawn ,  towards  the  firff  day  of  the 
week,  came  Mary  Magdalene  and  the  other 
Mary  to  fee  the  fepulchre.  Mark  fays  it  was 

*  fm> 
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it  was  Mary  Magdalene,  and  Joanna,  and  Mary 
the  mother  of  James ,  and  other  women ,  that  '  "A 

came  to  the  fepulchre.  And  John  lays  that  Mary 
Magdalene  came  alone.  So  well  do  they  agree  f 

about  their  firfl  evidence  !  they  all  appear,  how¬ 
ever,  to  have  known  moil  about  Mary  Magdalene ; 
ihe  was  a  woman  of  a  large  acquaintance,  and  ^ 

it  was  not  an  ill  conjecture  that  Ihe  might  be  upon 
the  droll. ” — This  is  a  long  paragraph;  I  will 
anfwer  it  didinClly : — j&rft,  there  is  no  difagree- 
ment  of  evidence  with  refpedl  to  the  time  when 
the  women  wen,  to  the  fepulchre ;  all  the  evange- 
lifts  agree  as  to  the  day  on  which  they  went; 
and,  as  to  the  time  of  the  day,  it  was  early  in  the 
morning ;  what  court  ofjudice  in  the  world  would 
let  alkie  this  evidence,  as  inlufficient  to  fubftan- 
tiate  the  fa 61  of  the  women’s  having  gone  to  the 
fepulchre,  becaufe  the  witneffes  differed  as  to  the 
degree  of  twilight  which  lighted  them  on  their 
way  ?  Secondly,  there  is  no  difagreement  of  evi¬ 
dence  with  refpeCt  to  the  perfons  who  went  to  the 
fepulchre.  John  dates  that  Mary  Magdalene 
went  to  the  lepulchre;  but  lie  does  not  date,  as  f  L 

you  make  him  fate ,  that  Mary  Magdalene  went 
alone  ;  fhe  might,  lor  any  thing  you  have  proved, 
or  can  prove,  to  the  contrary,  have  been  accom¬ 
panied  by  all  the  women  mentioned  by  Luke : — is  it 
an  unufual  thing  to  didinguifh  byname  a  principal 
perfon  going  on  a  viht,  or  an  embaffy,  without 


mentioning  his  fubordinate  attendants  ?  Thirdly, 
in  oppofuion  to  your  indnuation  that  Mary  Mag¬ 
dalene  was  a  common  woman,  I  wilh  it  to  be 


conlldered 


M:'  l 


|:t  '  • 


.  ~  -»  -•  ..  *  , 
-r$t  . 

'  i*  /•  v</i?V.yj 

’ 

••  k.  ■-  £■•  ■-  *«'-  V-. 

,  "  'V- 

Vv.-'J 

-  -  Mi -  : 


(  124  ) 

confidered  whether  there  is  any  fcriptural  autho- 
J  ity  lot  that  imputation  ;  and  whether  there  be  or 
110b  *  niuft  contend,  that  a  repentant  and  reformed 
woman  ought  not  to  be  efteemed  an  improper  wit* 
nefs  of  a  fa 61.  The  conjecture,  which  you  adopt 
concerning  her,  is  nothing  lefs  than  an  illiberal,, 
indecent,  unfounded  calumny,  not  excuiable  in 
the  mouth  ot  a  libertine,  and  intolerable  in  your ’s. 

I  he  book  of  Matthew,  you  obferve,  goes  on 
to  fay  44  And  behold,  there  was  an  earthquake, 
foi  the  angel  of  the  Lord  defeended  from  heaven, 
and  came  and  rolled  back  the  (lone  from  the  door, 
/at  upon  it : — but  the  other  books  fay  nothin  a- 
about  any  earthquake,” — what  then?  does  them 
lilence  prove  that  there  was  none? — 44  nor  about 
tlie  angel  rolling  back  the  hone  and  litting  upon 
it ;  what  then  r  does  their  flence  prove  that  the 


Lone  was  not  rolled  back  by  an  angel;  and  that 
he  did  not  fit  upon  it? — 44  and  according  to  their 
accounts  there  was  no  angel  fitting  there.” — 
This  conclufon  i  muff  deny ;  their  accounts  da 
not  fay  there  was  no  angel  fitting  there,  at  the 
time  that  Matthew  fays  he  fat  upon  the  Lone. 
They  do  not  deny  the  fa£l,  they  limply  omit  the 
mention  of  it ;  and  they  all  take  notice  that  the 
women,  when  they  arrived  at  the  fepulchre,  found 
the  Lone  rolled  away:  hence  it  is  evident  that 
the  Lone  was  rolled  away  before  the  women  ar¬ 
rived  at  the  fepulchre ;  and  the  other  evangeliLs, 
giving  an  account  of  what  happened  to  the  wo¬ 
men  when  they  reached  the  fepulchre,  have  mere¬ 
ly  omitted  giving  an  account  of  a  tranfadtion  pre¬ 
vious  to  their  arrival..  Where  is  the  contradic¬ 
tion^ 
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tion  ?  What  fpace  of  time  intervened  between 
the  rolling;  away  the  done,  and  the  arrival,  of  the 
women  at  the  fepulchre,  is  no  wntic  mentioned  , 
but  it  certainly  was  long  enough  for  the  angel  to 
have  changed  his  poll  tion;  from  fitting  on  the 
ou tilde  he  might  have  entered  into  the  fepulchre; 
and  another  angel  might  have  made  his  appear¬ 
ance  ;  or,  from  the  fird,  there  might  have  been 
two,  *  one  on  the  outfide  rolling  away  the  done, 
and  the  other  within.  Luke,  you  tell  us,  “  fays 
there  were  two,  and  they  were  both  {landing; 
and  John  fays  there  were  two,  and  both  fitting.” 
— It  is  impoflible,  I  grant,  even  for  an  angel  to 
be  fitting  and  handing  at  the  fame  inftant  of  time.; 
but  Luke  and  John  do  not  fpeak  of  the  fame  in- 
dant,  nor  of  the  fame  appearance — Luke  fpeaks 
of  the  appearance  to  all  the  women;  and  John 
of  the  appearance  to  Mary  Magdalene  alone, 
who  tarried  weeping  at  the  fepulchre  after  Peter 
and  John  had  left  it.  But  I  forbear  making  any 
more  minute  remarks  on  dill  minuter  objections, 
all  of  which  are  grounded  on  this  midake — that 
the  angels  were  feen  at  one  particular  time,  in  one 
particular  place,  and  by  the  fame  individuals,. 

As  to  your  inference,  from  Matthew’s  ufing 
the  expreffion  unto  this  day ,  that  the  book 
mud  have  been  manufactured  after  a  lapfe  of 
fome  generations  at  lead,”  it  cannot  be  admitted 
againd  the  podtive  tedimony  of  ail  antiquity. 
That  the  dory  about  dealing  away  the  body  was 
a- bungling  ftory,  I  readily  admit;  but  the  chief 
prieds  are  anfwerable  for  it;  it  is  not  worthy 
either  your  notice  or  mine,  except  as  it  is  a. 
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tnce  to  you,  to  me,  and  to  every" 
far  prejudice  may  mi  dead  the  under- - 

e  to  that  part  of  the  evidence  in  thofe 
books  that  refped,  you  fay,  “  the  pretended  ap¬ 
pearances  of  Chrifl  after  his  pretended  refurrec- 
tjon;  the  writer  of  the  book  of  Matthew  relates,, 
that  the  angel  that  was  fitting  on  the  done  at 
the  mouth  of  the  fepulchre,  faid  to  the  two 
Marys,  (chap,  xxviii.  7.)  Behold,  Chrid  is 
gone  before  you  into  Galilee,  there  fhall  you  fee 
hinn  .  I  he  gofpel,  fir,  was  preached  to  poor 
and  illiterate  men  :  and  it  is  the  duty  of  prieds 
to  preach  it  to  tnem  in  all  its  purity ;  to  guard 
them  againd  the  errors  of  midaken,  or  the  de- 
figns  of  wicked  men.  You  then,  who  can  read 
your  Bible,  turn  to  this  padage,  and  you  will 
find  that  the  angel  did  not  fay,  “  Behold,  Chrid 
is  gone  before  you  into  Galilee, ”■ — but,  “  Be¬ 
hold,  he  goeth  before  you  into  Galilee. ”  I 
know  not  what  Bible  you  made  ufe  of  in  this 
quotation ;  none  that  1  have  feen  render  the  ori¬ 
ginal  word  by — he  is  gone : — it  might  be  proper¬ 
ly  rendered,  he  will  go ;  and  it  is  literally  ren¬ 
dered,  he  is  going.  This  phrafe  does  not  imply 
an  immediate  fetting  out  for  Galilee:  when  a 
man  has  fixed  upon  a  long  journey  to  London 
or  Bath,  it  is  common  enough  to  fay,  he  is  going 
to  London  or  Bath,  though  the  time  of  his  going 
may  be  at  fome  didance.  Even  your  dafhing 
Matthew  could  not  be  guilty  of  fuch  a  blunder 
as  to  make  the  angel  fay  he  is  gone ;  for  he  tells 
us  immediately  afterwards,  that,  as  the  women 
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^erc  departing  from  the  fepulchre  to  tell  his  difc 
ciples  what  the  angels  had  faid  to  them,  Jefus 
himfclf  met  them.  Now  how  Jefus  could  be 
gone  into-  Galilee,  and  yet  meet  the  women  at 
Terufalem,  1  leave  you  to  explain,  for  the  blun¬ 
der  is  not  chargeable  upon  Matthew.  I  excufe 
your  introducing  the  exprefllon— “  then  the  ele¬ 
ven  difciples  went  away  into  Galilee,”  for  the 
quotation  is  rightly  made;  but  had  you  turned  to 
die  Greek  Teftament,  you  would  not  have  found 
in  this  place  any  word  anfwering  to  then ;  the 
paffage  is  better  tranflated — and  the  eleven. 
Chrift  had  faid  to  his  difciples,  (Matt.  xxvi.  32.) 
u  After  I  am  rifen  again,  I  will  go  before  you 
into  Galilee:” — and  the  angel  put  the  women 
in  mind  of  the  very  expreflion  and  prediction — 
he  is  rifen ,  as  he  faid \  and  behold ,  he  goeth 
before  you  into  Galilee.  Matthew*  intent  upon 
the  appearance  in  Galilee,  of  which  there  were, 
probably,  at  the  time  he  wrote,  many  living  wit*, 
nefles  in  Judea,  omits  the  mention  of  many  ap¬ 
pearances  taken  notice  of  by  John;  and,  by  this 
omiflion,  feems  to  conneCt  the  day  of  the  refur - 
reCti on  of  Jefus  with  that  of  the  departure  of 
the  difciples  for  Galilee.  You  feem  to  think 
this  a  great  difficulty,  and  incapable  of  folution  ; 
for  you  fay — “  It  is  not  poflibie,  unlefs  we  ad¬ 
mit  thefe  difciples  the  right  of  wilful  lying,  that 
the  writers  of  thefe  books  could  be  any  of  the 
eleven  perfons  called  difciples ;  for  if,  according 
to  Matthew,  the  eleven  went  into  Galilee  to 
meet  Jefus  in  a  mountain,  by  his  own  appoint¬ 
ment,  on  the  fame  day  that  he  h  faid  to  have 

rifen* 


I 


& 


%  * 


'  •  '  -  .  ■  tr- 

_ _ _  _  .  I 


(  128  ) 

rifen,  Luke  and  John  muft  have  been  two  of 
that  eleven ;  yet  the  writer  of  Luke  fays  expreftly, 
and  John  implies  as  much,  that  the  meeting  was 
that  fame  day  in  a  houfe  at  Jerufalem :  and  on; 
the  other  hand,  if,  according  to  Luke  and  John,, 
the  eleven  were  aflembled  in  a  houfe  at  Jerufa¬ 
lem,  Matthew  mu  ft  have  been  one  of  that  eleven  ; 
yet  Matthew  fays,  the  meeting  was  in  a  moun¬ 
tain  in  Galilee,  and  coniequently  the  evidence 
given  in  thofe  books  deftroys  each  other. 
When.  I  wras  a  young  man  in  the  univeriity,  I 
was  pretty  much  accuftomed  to  drawing  of  con- 
fequences ;  but  my  Alma.  Mater  did  not  fuffer 
me  to  draw  confequences  after  your  manner; 
fhe  taught  me — that  a  falfe  pofition  muft  end  in 
an  abfurd  concluhon.  I  have  ihewm  your  po¬ 
fttion— -that  the  eleven  went  into  Galilee  on  the 
day  of  the  refurredfion — to  be  falfe,  and  hence 
your  confequence — that  the  evidence  given  in  thefe 
two  books  deftroys  each  other — is  not  to  be  ad¬ 
mitted.  You  ought,  moreover,  to  have  conft- 
dcred,  that  the  feaft  of  unleavened  bread,  which 
immediately  followed  the  day  on  which  the 
paffover  was  eaten,  lafted  feven  days;  and  that 
ftridt  obfervers  of  the  law  did  not  think  them- 
f elves  at  liberty  to  leave  Jerufalem  till  that  feaft 
was  ended;  and  this  is  a  collateral  proof  that 
the  difciples  did  not  go  to  Galilee  on  the  day  of,, 
the  refurre&ion. 

You  certainly  have  read  the  New  Teftament, 
but  not,  1  think,  with  great  attention,  or  you 
would  have  known  who  the  apoftles  were.  In 
this  place  you  reckon  Luke  as  one.  of  the  eleven,. 
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and  in  other  places  you  fpeak  of  him  as  an  eye- 
witnefs  of  the  things  he  relates ;  you  ought  to 
have  known  that  Luke  was  no  apoille ;  and  he 
tells  you  himfelf,  in  the  preface  to  his  gofpel,  that 
he  wrote  from  the  teftimony  of  others.  If  this 
mi  flake  proceeds  from  youi  ignotance,  you  are 
not  a  fit  perfon  to  write  comments  on  the  Bible  ; 
if  from  defign,  (which  I  am  unwilling  to  fuf- 
pea,)  you  are  Bill  lefs  lit;  in  either  cafe  it  may 
fudged  to  your  readers  the  propriety  of  fufpedf- 
ing^the  truth  and  accuracy  of  your  affertions, 
however  daring  and  intemperate.  44  Of  the  nu¬ 
merous  pnefts  or  parfons  of  die  piefent  day, 
bifhops  and  all,  the  fum  total  of  whole  learning,’* 
according  to  you,  44  is  a  b  ab,  and  hie,  haec,  hoc, 
there  is  not  one  amongft  them,”  you  lay,  44  who 
can  write  poetrv  like  Homer,  or  fcicnce  like 
Euclid.” — If  I  fhould  admit  this,  (though  there 
are  many  of  them,  I  doubt  not,  who  underhand 
thefe  authors  better  than  you  do,)  yet  I  cannot 
admit  that  there  is  one  amongft  them,  bifhops 
and  all,  fo  ignorant  as  to  rank  Luke  the  evan- 
gelift  among  the  apoftles  of  Chrift.  I  will  not 
prefs  this  point ;  any  man  may  fall  into  a  mi ldake, 
and  the  confcioufnefs  of  this  fallibility  fhould 
create  in  all  men  a  little  modefty,  a  little  diffi¬ 
dence,  a  little  caution,  before  they  prefume  to 
call  the  mofk  illuftrious  charadters  of  antiquity 
liars,  fools,  and  knaves. 

You  want  to  know  why  Jefus  did  not  fhew 
himfelf  to  all  the  people  after  his  refurredlion. — - 
This  is  one  of  Spinoza’s  objedfions ;  and  it  may 
found  well  enough  in  the  mouth  of  a  jew,  wifh- 
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iiig  to  excufe  the  infidelity  of  his  countrymen:' 
but  it  is  not  judicioufly  adopted  by  delfts  of  others 
nations.  God  gives  us  the  means  of  health,  but 
he  does  not  force  us  to  the  ufe  of  them;  he  gives 
us  the  powers  of  the  mind,  hut  he  does  not  com¬ 
pel  us  to  the  cultivation  of  them :  he  gave  the 
jews  opportunities  of  feeing  the  miracles  of  Jefus, 
but  he  did  not  oblige  them  to  believe  them.  They 
who  perfevered  in  their  incredulity  after  the 
leiurredhon  of  Tazarus,  would  have  perfevered 
alio  after  the  refurredfion  of  Jefus..  Lazarus  had 
been  buried  four  days,  Jefus  but  three ;  the  body 
of  Lazarus  had  begun  to  undergo  corruption, 
the  body  of  Jelus  faw  no  corruption  ;  why  fhould 
you  expedf,  that  they  would  have  believed  in 
Jefus  on  his  own  refurredfion,  when  they  had 
not  believed  in  him  on  the  refurredfion  of  La¬ 
zarus  ?  W  hen  the  pharifees  were  told  of  the 
refurredfion  of  Lazarus,  they,  together  with  the 
chief  priefts,.  gathered  a  council,  and  faid — 

“  What  do  we?  for  this  man  doeth  many  mira¬ 
cles.  If  we  let  him  thus  alone,  all  men  will  be¬ 
lieve  on  him: — then  from  that  day  forth  they 
took  council  together  to  put  him  to  death. ’* 
The  great  men  at  Jerufalem,  you  fee,  admitted 
that  Jefus  had  railed  Lazarus  from  the  dead;  yet 
the  belief  of  that  miracle  did  not  generate  convic¬ 
tion  that  Jefus  was  the  Chrifl: ;  it  only  exafperat- 
ed  their  malice,  and  accelerated  their  purpofe  of, 
deftroying  him.  Had  Jefus  fhewn  himfelf  after 
his  refurredfion,  the  chief  pricfts  would  probably 
have  gathered  another  council,  have  opened  it 
with,  What  do  we?  and  ended  it  with  a  deter¬ 
mination 
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rtnination  to  put  him  to  death.  As  to  us,  the 
evidence  of  the  refurreSion  of  Jefus,  which  we 
have  in  the  New  Teftament,  is  tar  more  con¬ 
vincing  than  if  it  had  been  related  that  he  (hew¬ 
ed  himfelf  to  every  man  in  Jerufalem ;  tor  then 
we  ftioutd  have  had  a  fufpicion,  that  the  whole 
ftory  had  been  fabricated  by  the  jews. 

You  think  Paul  an  improper  witnefs  of  the 
refurreftion ;  I  think  him  one  of  the  fitted:  that 
could  have  been  chofen ;  and  for  this  reafon— his 
tedimony  is  the  teftimony  of  a  former  enemy. 
He  had,  in  his  own  miraculous  conyerfion,  de¬ 
ficient  ground  for  changing  his  opinion  as  to  a 
matter  of  faff;  for  believing  tirat  to  have  been  a 
fa&,  which  he  had  formerly,  through  extreme 
prejudice,  contidered  as  a  fable.  For  the  truth 
of  the  refurre&ion  of  Jefus  he  appeals  to  above 
two  hundred  and  fifty  living  witnefFes ;  and  be¬ 
fore  whom  does  he  make  this  appeal  ? — Before 
his  enemies,  who  wTere  able  and  willing  to  blaft 
his  char  after,  if  he  had  advanced  an  untruth.— 
You  know,  undoubtedly,  that  Paul  had  rehded  at 
Corinth  near  two  years;  that,  during  a  part  of 
'that  time,  he  had  tedified  to  the  jews,  that  Jefus 
was  the  Chrid;  that  finding  the  bulk  of  that  na¬ 
tion  obdinate  in  their  unbelief,  he  had  turned  to 
the  gentiles,  and  had  converted  many  to  the  faith 
in  Chrid;  that  he  left  Corinth,  and  went  to 
preach  the  gofpel  in  other  parts ;  that,  about  three 
years  after  he  had  quitted  Corinth,  he  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  converts  which  he  had  made  in  that 
place,  and  who,  after  his  departure,  had  been  fplit 
into  different  factions,  and  had  adopted  different 
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teachers  in  oppofition  to  Paul.  From  this  ac¬ 
count  we  may  be  certain,  that  Paul's  letter,  and 
every  circumftance  in  it,  would  he  minutely  ex- 
amined.  I  he  city  ot  Corinth  was  full  of  jews 
thefe  men  were,  in  general,  Paul’s  bitter  enemies  ; 
yet,  in  the  face  of  them  all,  he  afierts,  “  that 
Jcfus  Chriff  was  buried;  that  he  rofe  again  the 
third  day ;  that  he  was  feen  of  Cephas,  then  of 
the  twelve ;  that  he  was  afterwards  feen  of  above 
five  hundred  brethren  at  once,  of  whem  the  greater 
part  we;  e  then  anve.  An  appeal  to  above  2 
living  witnefies,  is  a  pretty  ftrong  proof  of  a  fad; 
but  it  becomes  irrefiftible,  when  that  appeal  is 
fubmitted  to  the  judgment  of  enemies.  St.  Paul, 
you  mu  ft  allow,  was  a  man  of  ability;  but  he 
would  have  been  an  ideot,  had  he  put  it  in  the 
pow  ei  of  his  enemies  to  prove,  from  his  own 
letiei ,  that  ne  was  a  lying  ralcal.  1  hev  neither 
proved,  nor  attempted  to  prove,  any  fucli  thing; 
and,  therefore,  we  may  iafely  conclude,  that  this 
teftimony  of  Paul  to  the  refurredion  of  jefus 
was  true :  and  it  is  a  teftimony,  in  my  opinion, 
of  the  greateft  weight. 

You  come,  you  fay,  to  the  laft  feene,  the  af- 
cenfion ;  upon  which,  in  your  opinion,  “  the  rea¬ 
lity  of  the  future  million  of  the  difciples  was  to 
reft  for  proof.” — I  do  not  agree  with  you  in  this. 
The  reality  of  the  future  million  of  the  apoftles 
might  have  been  proved,  though  Jefus  Chrift 
had  not  vifibly  afeended  into  heaven.  Miracles 
are  the  proper  proofs  of  a  divine  million ;  and 
when  Jefus  gave  the  apoftles  a  commifiion  to 
preach  the  golpel,  he  commanded  them  to  ftay 
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Jerufalem,  till  they  44  were  endued  with  power 
from  on  high.”  Matthew  has  omitted  the 
mention  of  the  afcenhon;  and  John,  you  fay, 
-has  not  faid  a  fyllable  about  it.  I  think  other- 
wife.  John  has  not  given  an  exprefs  account  of 
the  afcenhon,  but  has  certainly  faid  fomething 
about  it;  for  he  informs  us,  that  Jefus  faid  to 
]\la.ry — 44  Touch  me  not;  for  I  am  not  yet  af- 
ccndedto  my  father:  but  go  to  my  brethren,  and 
fay  unto  them,  I  afcend  unto  my  father  and 
your  father,  and  to  my  God  and  your  God.” 
This  is  furely  faying  fomething  about  the  afcen- 
hon ;  and  if  the  fa  (ft  of  the  afcenhon  be  not  re¬ 
bated  by  John  or  Matthew,  it  may  reafonably  be 
fuppofed,  that  the  omifiion  was  made  on  account 
of  the  notoriety  of  the  fa 61.  That  the  fadl  was 
generally  known,  may  be  juftly  colledlcd  from  the 
reference  which  Peter  makes  to  it  in  the  hearing 
of  all  the  jews,  a  very  few  days  after  it  had  hap¬ 
pened — 44  This  Jefus  hath  Godraifed  up,  where¬ 
of  we  all  are  witnehes.  Therefore  being  by  the 
light  hand  of  God  exalted.” — Paul  bears  tefti- 
mony  alfo  to  the  afcenhon,  when  he  fays,  that 
Jefus  was  received  up  into  glory.  As  to  the 
‘difference  you  contend  for,  between  the  account 
of  the  afcenhon,  as  given  by  Mark  and  Luke, 
it  does  not  exift;  except  in  this,  that  Mark  omits 
the  particulars  of  Jefus  going  with  his  apoftles  to 
Bethany,  and  hleibng  them  there,  which  are  men¬ 
tioned  by  Luke.  But  omiffions,  I  muff  often 
put  you  in  mind,  ate  not  contradidlions. 

Y  ou  have  now,-  you  fay,  44  gone  through  the 
-examination  of  the  four  books  afcribed  to°Mat- 
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thevv,  Mark,  Luke,  and  John;  and  when  it  Is 
conddered  that  the  whole  ipace  of  time,  from  the 
crucifixion  to  what  is  called  the  afcenfion,  is  but 
a  few  days,  apparently  not  more  than  three  or 
four,  and  that  all  the  circumdances  are  reported 
to  have  happened  near  the  fame  fpot,  Jerufalem, 
it  is,  I  believe,  impodible  to  find,  in  any  flory 
upon  record,  fo  many,  and  fuch  glaring  abfurdi- 
ties,  contradictions,  and  falfhoods,  as  are  in  thofe 
books.” — What  am  I  to  fay  to  this?  Am  I  to 
fay  that,  in  writing  this  paragraph,  you  have  for¬ 
feited  your  character  as  an  honeft  man?  Or, 
admitting  your  honeliy,  am  I  to  fay  that  you  are 
groffly  ignorant  of  the  fubject  ?  Let  the  reader 
judge. — John  fays,  that  Jefus  appeared  to  his 
difciples  at  Jerufalem  on  the  day  of  his  refurrec- 
tion,  and  that  Thomas  was  not  then  with  them. 

• — The  fame  John  fays,  that  after  eight  days  he 
appeared  to  them  again,  when  Thomas  w’as  with 
them. — Now,  hr,  how  apparently  three  or  four 
days  can  be  confident  with  really  eight  days ,  I 
leave  you  to  make  out.  But  this  is  not  the  whole 
of  John’s  tefiimony,  either  with  refpedt  to  place 
or  time — for  he  fays — After  thefe  things  (after 
the  two  appearances  to  the  difciples  at  Jerufalem 
on  the  hi  d  and  on  the  eighth  day  after  the  refur- 
rcdlion)  Jefus  diewed  himfelf  again  to  his  difci¬ 
ples  at  the  fea  of  Tiberias.  The  fea  of  Tibe¬ 
rias,  I  prefume  you  know,  was  in  Galilee;  and 
Galilee,  you  may  know,  was  hxey  or  feventy 
miles  from  Jerufalem ;  it  mud  have  taken  the  dif- 
ciples  fome  time,  after  the  eighth  day,  to  travel 
from  Jerufalem  into  Galilee.  What,  in  your 
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own  infulting  language  to  the  priefls,  what  have 
you  to  anfwer,  as  to  tne  fame  f pot  ^  Jerufalem , 
as  to  your  apparently  thvee  or  j out  ciays  ?  But 
this  is  not  ail.  Luke,  in  the  beginning  of  the 
Ads,  refers  to  his  gofpel,  and  lays — “ Chrift 
1  he  wed  hirafelf  alive  after  his  paffion,  by  many 
infallible  proofs,  being  leen  of  the  apoftles  forty 
days,  and  (peaking  of  the  things  pertaining  to  the 
kingdom  of  God : 5  * — i ahead  o i  four,  you  per¬ 
ceive  there  were  forty  days  between  the  cruci¬ 
fixion  and  the  afeenhon.  I  need  not,  I  trull, 
after  this,  trouble  myfelf  about  the  falihoods  and 
contradictions  which  you  impute  to  the  evange- 
li its  ;  your  readers  cannot  but  be  upon  their  guard, 
as  to  the  credit  due  to  your  affercions,  however 
bold  and  improper.  You  will  fuffer  me  to  re¬ 
mark,  that  the  evangelifts  were  plain  men  ;  who, 
convinced  of  the  truth  of  their  narration,  and 
confcious  of  their  own  integrity,  have  related 
what  they  knew,  with  admirable  fimplicity.. 
They  feem  to  have  faid  to  the  jews  of  their  time, 
and  to  fay  to  the  jews  and  unbelievers  of  all  times, 
We  have  told  you  the  truth;  and  if  you  will  not 
believe  us,  we  have  nothing  more  to  lay. — Had 
they  been  impoflors,  they  would  have  written 
with  more  caution  and  art, — have  obviated  every 
cavil,  and  avoided  every  appearance  of  contra¬ 
diction.  This  they  have  not  done ;  and  this  I 
confider  as  a  proof  of  their  honefty  and  veracity. 

John  the  baptift  had  given  his  teftimony  to  the 
truth  of  our  Saviour’s  million  in  the  mold  un¬ 
equivocal  terms ;  he  afterwards  fent  two  of  his 
dhciples  to  Jefus,  to  afk  him  whether  he  was 
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ically  the  expeded  Meffiah  or  not.  Matthew, 
reiates  both  thefe  circumdances :  had  the  writer 

Gi  ^)09'<  °*  Matthew  been  an  impoftor,  would 
ie  have  invalidated  John’s  tcdimony,  by  brincr- 
ing  forward  his  real  or  apparent  doubt?  Impof- 
ible !  ^  Matthew,  having  proved  the  refurredioru 
0  us,  that  the  eleven  dilciples  went 

away  into  Galilee  into  a  mountain  where  Jefus 
had  appointed  them,  and  “  when  they  faw  him, 

they  worshipped  him:  but  fome  doubted.” _ 

Would  an  impoftor,  in  the  very  lad:  place  where 
he  mentions  the  refurredion,  and  in  the  conclu- 
i’on  of  his  book,  have  fuggeded  fuch  a  cavil  to 
unbelievers,  as  to  fay — fome  doubted?  Impof- 
hble!  1  he  evangelid  has  left  us  to  colled  the 
reafon  why  fome  doubted: — the  difciples  faw 
Jefus,  at  a  di dance,  on  the  mountain;  and  feme 
of  them  fell  down  and  worfhipped ;  wbild  others* 
doubted  whether  the  perfon  they  faw  was  really 
Jefus ;  their  doubt,  however,  could  not  have  lad¬ 
ed  long,  for  in  the  very  next  verfe  we  are  told?. 
that  Jefus  came  and  fpake  unto  them. 

Great  and  laudable  pains  have  been  taken  by 
many  learned  men,  to  harmonize  the  feveral  ac¬ 
counts  given  us  by  the  evangelids  of  the  refur¬ 
redion.  It  does  not  feem  to  me  to  be  a  matter 
of  any  great  confequence  to  chridianity,  whether 
the  accounts  can,  in  every  minute  particular,  be 
harmonized  or  not;  lince  there  is  no  fuch  did 
cordance  in  them,  as  to  render  the  fad  of  the  re- 
furredion  doubtful  to  any  impartial  mind.  If 
any  man,  in  a  court  of  juftice,  fhould  give  pofi- 
tive  evidence  of  a  fad;  and  three  others  fhould 
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afterwards  be  examined,  and  all  of  them  Ihould 
confirm  the  evidence  of  the  far  ft  as  to  the  fact, 
but  ihould  apparently  differ  from  him  and  from 
each  other,  by  being  more  or  lets  particular  m 
their  accounts  of  the  circumftances  aiten  mg  tie 
•  ouftit  we  to  doubt  of  the  fa 61,  became  we 
could  no?  harmonize  die  evidence  refpetting  the 
circumftances  relating  to  it?  The  omiffion  01 
any  one  circuniftance  (iuch  as  that  of  Mary 
Magdalene  having  gone  twice  to  tire  fepulchre; 
or  that  of  the  angel  having,  after  he  had  robed 
away  the  ftone  from  the  fepulchre,  entered  into 
the  fepulchre)  may  render  an  harmony  impoftible, 
without  having  recourfe  to  fuppofttion  to  fupply 
the  defect,  \  ou  deifts  laugh  at  ali  luch  attempts, 
and  call  them  prieftcraft.  1  think  it  better  then, 
in  arguing  with  you,  to  admit  there  may  be  (not 
oranting,  however,  that  there  is)  an  irreconcile- 
able  difference  between  the  evangelifts  in  fome  f 
of  their  accounts  refpetting  the  life  of  Jefns,  or  ' 
his  relurr  edition, — Be  it  fo  ;  what  then  ?  Does 
this  difference,  admitting  it  to  be  real,  defray  the 
credibility  of  the  gofpel  hiftoryftn  any  of  its  ef- 
fential  points?  Certainly,  in  my  opinion,  not.. 
As  I  look,  upon  this  to ’be  a  general  anfwer  to 
moll  of  your  deiftical  objections,  I  piofefs  my 
fmcerity,  in  faying,  that  1  conftder  it  as  a  true 
and  fufticient  anfwer ;  and  I  leave  it  to  your  con- 
fideration.  I  have  purpoiely,  in  the  whole  of  this 
difcuiTion,  been  filent  as  to  the  infpjration  of  the 
evangelifts;  well  knowing  that  you  would  have 
rejected,  with  fcorn,  any  thing  I  could  have  faid 
on.  that  point :  but,  in  difputing  with  a  deift,  I  do 
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mofl  folemnly  contend,  that  the  chriftian  religion- 

cvS?  W°rthy  f;falI,accel>tatio">  whether  the: 
tvanoe]hts  were  infpired  or  not. 

Unbelievers,  in  general,  wifh  to  conceal  their 
ientnnents;  they  have  a  decent  refpedt  for  public 
opinion ;  are  cautious  of  affronting  the  religion 
o  tueir  country  ;  fearful  of  undermining  the 
ioundation  of  civil  fociety.  Some  few  have’ been 
more  darmg,  but  lefs  judicious  ;  and  have,  without 
ciigune,  profeffed  their  unbelief.  But  you  ate 
trie  hrft  who  ever  fwore  that  he  was  an  infidel, 
concluding  your  deiftieal  creed  with— So  help 
me  God !  I  pray  that  God  may  help  you  ;  that 
he  may,  through  the  influence  of  his  holy  Spirit,, 
tiling  you  to  a  right  mind;  convert  you  to  the 
ie  igion  of  his  Son,  whom,  out  of  his  abundant 
Jove  to  mankind,  he  fent  into  the  world,  that  all 
who  believe  in  him  fhould  not  perifh,  but  have 
^ever la  fling  life. 

You  fwear,  that  you  think  the  c-hriflian  religion 
is  not  true.  I  give  full  credit  to  your  oath ;  it  is 
an  oath  in  confirmation — of  what? — of  an  opi¬ 
nion. — It  proves  the  fincerity  of  your  declaration 
of  your  opinion  ;  but  the  opinion,  notwithfland- 
ing  the  oath,  may  be  either  true  or  falfe.  Permit 
me  to  produce  to  you  an  oath  not  confirming  an 
opinion,  but  a  fad ;  it  is  the  oath  of  St.  Paul, 
when  he  fwears  to  the  Galatians,  that,  in  what 
he  told  them  of  his  miraculous  converfion,  lie 
did.  not  tell  a  lie:  “  Now,  the  things  which  I 
write  unto  you,  behold,  before  God,  I  lie  not:” 
— do  but  give  that  credit  to  Paul  which  “I  give  to 
you ;  do  but  conixder  the  difference  between  an 
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opinion  and  a  fa&,  and  I  (hall  not  defpair  of 

your  becoming  a  chriftian.  #  . 

'  Deifm,  you  fay,  conftfts  in  a  belief  of  one' 
God,  and  an  imitation  of  his  moral  character, 
or  the  practice  of  what  is  called  virtue,  and  in 
tills  (as  far  as  religion  is  concerned y  you  left  all. 
Vour  hopes.— There  is  nothing  in  deifm  but  what 
is  in  chriftianity,  but  there  is  much  in  chriftianity 
which  is  not  in  deifm.  The  chriftian  has  no 
doubt  concerning  a  future  hate;  every  deift,  from 
Plato  to  Thomas  Paine,  is,  on  this  fubjedf,  over¬ 
whelmed  with  doubts  infuperable  by  human  rea- 
fon.  The  chriftian  has  no  mifgivings  as  to  the 
pardon  of  penitent  hnners,  through  tlie  intercei- 
iion  of  a  mediator ;  the  deift  is  harrafted  with  ap- 
prehenfton,  left  the  moral  juftice  of  frod  ftioukl 
demand,  with  inexorable  rigour,  punifhment  for 
trail fgreffion...  The  chriftian  has  no  doubt  con¬ 
cerning  the  lawfulnefs  and  the  efficacy  of  prayer; 
the  deift  is  difturbed  on  this  point  by  abftradf  con- 
fiderations  concerning  the  goodnefs  of  God, 
which  wants  not  to  be  intreated;  concerning  his 
fo refi ght,  which  has  no  need  of  our  information  ; 
concerning  his  immutability,  which  cannot  be 
changed  through  our  fupplication.  The  chriftian 
admits  the  providence  of  God,  and  the  liberty  of 
human  adlions ;  the  deift  is  involved  in  great  diffi¬ 
culties,  when  he  undertakes  the  proof  of  either. 
The  chriftian  has  affurance  that  the  Spirit  of  God 
will  help  his  infirmities;  the  deift  does  not  deny 
the  poffibility  that  God  may  have  accefs  to  the  hu¬ 
man  mind,  but  he  has  no  ground  to  believe  the. 
fiadt  of  his  either  enlightening  the  underftanding*. 
influencing  the  will,  or  purifying  the  heart. 
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LETTER  IX. 


“  ^T^HOSE,”  you  fay,  “  who.  are  not  much 
1  acquainted  with  ecclefiaffical  hiftory, 
may  iuppofe  that  the  hook  called  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  has  exiftcd  ever  lince  the  time  of  Jefus 
Chrift;  but  the  facff  is  hiftorically  otherwife; 
there  was  no  fuch  book  as  the  New  Teff  ament 
till  more  than  three  hundred  years  after  the  time 
that  Chrift  is  faid  to  have  lived.” — This  para¬ 
graph  is  calculated  to  miilead  common  readers  ; 
it  is  neceffary  to  unfold  its  meaning.  The  book, 
called  the  New  Teffament,  confifts  of  twenty^ 
feven  different  parts  ;  concerning  feven  of  thefe, 
viz.  the  Epiffle  to  the  Hebrews,  that  of  James, 
the  fecond  of  Peter,  the  fecond  of  John,  the  third 
of  John,  that  of  Jude,  and  the  Revelation,  there 
were  at  firft  tome  doubts ;  and  the  queff  ion,  whe¬ 
ther  they  fhould  be  received  into  the  canon,  might 
be  decided,  as  all  queftions  concerning  opinions 
muff  be,  by  vote.  With  refpedf  to  the  other 
twenty  parts,  thofe  who  are  moft  acquainted  with 
ecclefiaffical  hiffory  will  tell  you,  as  Du  Pin 
does  after  Eufebius,  that  they-  were  owned  as 
canonical,  at  all  times,  and  by  all  chriffians. 
Whether  the  council  of  Laodicea  was  held  before 
or  after  that  of  Nice,  is  not  a  fettled  point;  all 
the  books  of  the  Newr  Tcff ament,  except  the  Re¬ 
velation,  are  enumerated  as  canonical  in  the  Con-. 
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ftitutions  of  that  council ;  but  it  is  a  great  miftafce 
tofuppofe,  that  the  greateft  part  ot  the  books  ot  the 
New  Teftatnent  were  not  in  general  uje  amongtt 
cbriftians,  long  before  the  council  ot  Laodicea 
was  held.  This  is  not  merely  my  opinion  on. 
the  fubieft ;  it  is  the  opinion  ol  one  much  better 
acquainted  with  ecdefiaftical  hiftory  than  I  am, 
anti,  probably,  than  you  are, — Mojheim.  “  1  he 
opinions,”  fays  this  author,  “  or  rather  the  con¬ 
jectures,  of  the  learned  concerning  the  time  when 
the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  weie  collected 
into  one  volume,  as  alfo  about  the  authois  of  that 
collection,  are  extremely  different.  1  his  import¬ 
ant  queftion  is  attended  with  great  and  alrnolt 
infuperable  difficulties  to  us  in  thefe  latter  times.. 
It  is,  however,  fufficient  for  us  to  know,  that,  be¬ 
fore  the  middle  of  the  fecond  century,  the  greateft 
part  of  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  were 
read  in  every  chnftiam  fociety  throughout  the 
world,  and  received  as  a  divine  rule  of  faith  and 
manners.  Hence  it  appears,  that  thefe  facreci 
writings  were  carefully  feparated  from  feyerai 
human  compofitions  upon  the  fame  fubjedt,  either 
by  fome  of  the  apoftles  themfelves,  who  lived 
fo  long,  or  by  their  difei pies  and  iucceffors,  who 
were  fpread  abroad  through  all  nations.  We 
are  well  allured,  that  the  four  gcfpels  were  coi- 
ledled  during  the  life  of  St.  John,  and  that  the 
three  fir  ft  received  the  approbation  of  this  divine 
apoftle.  And  why  may  we  not  fuppofe,  that  the 
other  books  of  the  New  Teftament  were  gather¬ 
ed  together  at  the  fame  time  ?  What  renders  this 
highly  probable  is,  the  moft  urgent  neceffity  re- 
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q^necl  its  being  done.  For,  not  long  after  ChrifFs 
aiceniion  into  heaven,  feveral  hifiories  of  his  life 
and  doctrines,  full  of  pious  frauds,  and  fabulous 
wonders,  were  compofed  by  perfons,  whofe  in¬ 
tentions,  perhaps,  were  not  bad,  but  whofe  writ¬ 
ings  ducovered  the  greateft  fuperflition  and  igno- 
1  a  nee.  No  r  was  this  all :  productions  appeared, 
Vv'men  were  impofed  on  the  world  by  fraudulent 
men  as  the  writings  of  the  holy  apoftles.  Thefe 
apoci  ypnal  and  fpurious  writings  muff  have  pro¬ 
duced  a  fad  confufion,  and  rendered  both  the  hif- 
toiy  and  the  doctrine  of  Chrift  uncertain,  had. 
not  the  rulers  of  the  church  ufed  all  poffible  care 
aiK  ci  lgence  m  feparatmg  the  books  that  were 
i<  uly  ap offoiical  and  divine,  from  all  that  fpurious 
ti  a /ii ,  ana  conveying  them  down  to  pofferitv  in. 
one  volume.”  y 

.  you  cver  read  the  apology  for  the  chrif- 
tians,  which  Judin  Martyr  prefented  to  the  env 
peror  Antoninus  Pius,  to  the  fenate,  and  people 
of  Rome  ?  ,  I  fliould  fooner  exp  eft  a  falfity  in 
a  petition,  which  any  body  of  perfecuted  men, 
imploring  juffiee,  fhould  prefent  to  the  king 
and  parliament  of  Great-Britain,  than  in  this 
apology. — Yet  in  this  apology,  which  was  pre¬ 
fented  not  fifty  years  after  the  death  of  St.  John, 
not  only  parts  of  all  the  four  gofpels  are  quoted , 
but  it  is  exprefdy  (aid,  that  on  the  day  called  Sun¬ 
day,  a  portion  of  them  was  read  in  the  public  af- 
fembljes  of  the  chriftians.  I  forbear  purfuing 
this  matter  farther;  elfe  it  might  eafily  be  fhewn, 
that  probably,  the  gofpels,  and  certainly  fome  of 
St.  Paul’s  epiflles,  were  known  to  Cle?nent ,  Ig¬ 
natius  ^ 
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malms,  and  Polycarp ,  contemporaries  with  the 
apoftles.  Thefe  men  could  not  quote  or  refer 
to  books  which  did  not  exift:  and  therefore, 
though  you  could  make  it  out  that  the  book  called 
the  New  Teftament  did  not  formally  exift  under 
that  title,  till  350  years  after  Chrift ;  yet  I  hold  it 
to  be  a  certain  fa£t,  that  all  the  books,  of  which 
it  is  compofed,  were  written,  and  moft  of  them 
received  by  all  chriftians,  within  a  few  years  after 
his  death. 

You  raife  a  difficulty  relative  to  tne  time  which 
intervened  between  the  death  and  refurrecbon  of 
Jefus,  who  had  faid,  that  the  Son  of  man  (hall 
be  three  days  and  three  nights  in  the  heart  of  the 
earth. — Are  you  ignorant,  then,  that  the  jews  ufcd 
the  phrafe  three  days  and  three  nights  to  denote 
what  we  underhand  by  three  days? — It  is  faid  in 
Genefis,  chap.  vii.  12.  44  The  rain  was  upon 
the  earth  forty  days  and  forty  nights;”  and  this  is 
equivalent  to  the  expreffion,  (ver.  17.)  44  And 

the  flood  was  forty  days  upon  the  earth.”  Til- 
head,  then,  of  faying  three  days  and  three  nights, 
let  us  limply  fay — three  days — and  you  will  not 
objedl  to  Chrih’s  being  three  days — Friday,  Sa¬ 
turday,  and  Sunday,  in  the  heart  of  the  earth. 
I  do  not  fay  that  he  was  in  the  grave  the  whole 
of  either  Friday  or  Sunday;  but  an  hundred  in- 
hances  might  be  produced,  from  writers  of  all 
nations,  in  which  a  part  of  a  day  is  fpoken  of  as 
the  whole. — Thus  much  for  the  defence  of  the 
hiftorical  part  of  the  New  Teftament. 

You  have  introduced  an  account  of  Faujius , 
as  denying  the  genuinenefs  of  the  books  of  the 
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Incw  Teftament.  Will  you  permit  that  great 
Icholar  in  lacred  literature,  Michaelis ,  to  tell’you 
iomething  about  this  Fauftus?— “  He  was  ig^ 
norant,  as  were  raoft  of  the  African  writers,  of 
tlie  Greek  language,  and  acquainted  with  the 
New  Teftament  merely  through  the  channel  of 
4-he  Latin  tranflation :  he  was  not  only  devoid  of 
a  Sufficient  fund  of  learning,  but  illiterate  in  the 
higheft  degree.  .  An  argument  which  he  brings 
again  ft  the  genuinenefs  of  the  gofpel  affords  fuf- 
ftcient  ground  for  this  aflertion ;  for  he  contends, 
that  the  gofpel  of  St.  Matthew  could  not  have 
been  written  by  St.  Matthew  himfelf,  becaufe  he 
is  always  mentioned  in  the  third  perfon.”  You 
know  who  has  argued  like  Fauftus,  but  I  did 
not  think  myfelf  authorifed  on  that  account  to 
call  you  illiterate  in  the  higheft  degree:  but  Mi- 
'Chaehs  makes  a  ft  ill  more  fevere  conclufton 
concerning  Fauftus  ;  and  he  extends  his  obferva- 
tion  to  every  man  who  argued  like  him — “  A 
man  capable  of  luch  an  argument  muft  have  been 
ignorant  not  only  of  the  Greek  writers,  the 
knowledge  of  which  could  not  have  been  expect¬ 
ed  from  Fauftus,  but  even  of  the  Commentaries 
of  Caefar.  And  were  it  thought  improbable  that 
fo  heavy  a  charge  could  be  laid  with  juftice  on 
the  fide  of  his  knowledge,  it  would  fall  with  dou¬ 
ble  weight  on  the  fide  of  his  honefty,  and  induce 
us  to  fuppofe,  that,  preferring  the  arts  of  fophif- 
try  to  the  plainnefs  of  truth,  he  maintained  opi¬ 
nions  which  he  believed  to  be  falfe.”  (Marfh’s 
Tranfl.)  Never  more,  I  think,  fliall  we  hear 
of  Mofes  not  being  the  author  of  the  Pentateuch, 
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on  account  of  its  being  written  it  the  third  per¬ 
son. 

Not  being  able  to  produce  any  argument 
to  render  queftionable  either  the  genuinenefs 
or  the  authenticity  of  St.  Paul’s  Epiftles,  you 
tell  us,  that  “  it  is  a  matter  of  no  great  import¬ 
ance  by  whom  they  were  written,  lince  the 
writer,  whoever  he  was,  attempts  to  prove  his 
do&rine  by  argument :  he  does  not  pretend  to 
have  been  witnefs  to  any  of  the  fcenes  told  of 
the  refurredtion  and  afcenlion,  and  he  declares 
that  he  had  not  believed  them.”  That  Paul 
had  fo  far  refilled  the  evidence  which  the  apof- 
tles  had  given  of  the  refurre&ion  and  afcenlion 
of  Jefus,  as  to  be  a  perfecutor  of  the  difciples  of 
Chrifl,  is  certain;  but  I  do  not  remember  the 
place  where  he  declares  that  he  had  not  believed 
them.  The  high  pried  and  the  fenate  of  the 
children  of  Ifrael  did  not  deny  the  reality  of  the 
miracles  which  had  been  wrought  by  Peter  and 
the  apoflles  ;  they  did  not  contradict  their  teftimo- 
ny  concerning  the  refurreCtion  and  the  afcenfion ; 
but  whether  they  believed  it  or  not,  they  were 
fired  with  indignation,  and  took  counfel  to  put 
the  apoflles  to  death:  and  this  was  alfo  the  tem¬ 
per  of  Paul ;  whether  lie  believed  or  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  (lory  ot  the  refurreCtion,  he  was  ex¬ 
ceedingly  mad  again  ft  the  faints.  The  writer  of 
Paul’s  Epiftles  does  not  attempt  to  prove  his  doc¬ 
trine  by  argument ;  he,  in  many  places,  tells  us, 
that  his  doCtrine  was  not  taught  him  by  man,  or 
any  invention  of  his  own,  which  required  the  in¬ 
genuity  of  argument  to  prove  it: — I  certify 
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you  brethren,  that  the  gofpel,  which  was  preach- 

.  or  me,  is  not  after  man..  For  I  neither  re¬ 
ceived  it  of  man,  neither  was  I  taught  it,  but  by 
the  revelation  of  Jefus  Chrift.”  Paul  does  not 
pretend  to  have  been  a  witnefs  of  th  e  ft  or y  of  the 
3 efurrediion,  but  he  does  much  more;  he  afiferts, 
that  he  was  himfelf  a  witnefs  of  the  refurredlion. 
After  enumerating  many  appearances  of  Jefus  to 
Ins  difciples,  Paul  fays  of  himfelf,  “  Lafl:  of  all, 
he  was  feen  of  me  alfo,  as  of  one  born  out  of 
due  time.”  Whether  you  will  admit  Paul  to 
Pave  been  a  true  witnefs  or  not,  you  cannot  deny 
that  he  pretends  to  have  been  a  witnefs  of  the  re- 
furrecbion. 

The  (lory  of  his  being  ftruck  to  the  ground, 
as  he  was  journeying  to  Damafcus,  has  nothing 
in  it,  you  fay,  miraculous  or  extraordinary:  you 
reprefent  him  as  (fruck  by  lightning. — It  is  forne- 
what  extraordinary  for  a  man,  who  is  frruck  by 
lightning,  to  have,  at  the  very  time,  full  poffeffion 
of  his  under  (Landing ;  to  hear  a  voice  i(Tuing  from 
the  lightning,  fpeaking  to  him  in  the  Hebrew 
tongue,  calling  him  by  his  name,  and  entering 
into  converfation  with  him.  His  companions, 
you  fay,  appear  not  to  have  fufFered  in  the  fame 
manner: — the  greater  the  wonder.  If  it  ’was  a 
common  Form  of  thunder  and  lightning  which 
ftruck  Paul  and  all  his  companions  to  the  ground, 
it  is  fomewhat  extraordinary  that  he  alone  (hould 
be  hurt;  and  that,  notwithflanding  his  being 
ftruck  blind  by  lightning,  he  fhould  in  other  re- 
fpedls  be  fo  little  hurt,  as  to  be  immediately  able 
to  walk  into  the  city  of  Damafcus.  So  difficult. 
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is  it  to  oppofe  truth  by  an  hypothecs ! — In  the 
character  of  Paul  you  difcover  a  great  deal  of 
violence  and  fa'naticifm;  and  fuch  men,  you  ob-* 
ferve,  are  never  good  moral  evidences  of  anv 
doftrine  they  preach. — Read,  hr,  Lord  Lyttle- 
ton’s  obfervations  on  the  converhon  and  apoifle- 
fhip  of  Sc.  Paul,  and  I  think  you  will  be  con¬ 
vinced  of  the  contrary.  That  elegant  writer  thus 
expreiles  his  opinion  on  this  fubjedt — “  Befides 
all  the  proofs  of  the  chriftian  religion,  which 
may  be  drawn  from  the  prophecies  of  the  Old 
T  e  (lament,  from  the  necebfary  connexion  it  has 
with  the  whole  fyftem  of  the  jewifli  religion, 
from  the  miracles  of  Chrift,  and  from  the  evidence 
given  of  his  reiurrcdfion  by  all  the  other  apof- 
tles,  I  think  the  converhon  and  apoftlefhip  of  St. 
Paul  alone,  duly  conhdered,  is,  of  itfelf,  a  de- 
monftration  fufficient  to  prove  chriflianity  to  be 
a  divine  revelation.”  I  hope  this  opinion  will 
havefome  weight  with  you;  it  is  not  the  opinion 
of  a  lying  Bible-prophet,  of  a  ftupid  evangebft, 
or  a  b  ab  Prieft> — but  of  a  learned  layman, 
whole  illuftrious  rank  received  fplendor  from  his 
talents. 

You  are  difpleafed  with  St.  Paul  “  for  fetting 
out  to  prove  the  refurredtion  of  the  fame  body.” 
—You  know,  I  prefume,  that  the  refurredtion 
ol  tne  fame  body  is  not,  by  all,  admitted  to  be  a 
Icripturai  dodtrine.— “  In'  the  New  Teftament 
(wherein,  I  think,  are  contained  all  the  articles 
or  the  chriftian  faith )  I  find  our  Saviour  and  the 
a  polfles  to  preach  the  refur  region  of  the  dead \ 
utid  the  i  efu) }  e  cl  i  on  from  the  dead ,  in  many 

places ; 
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places ;  but  I  do  not  remember  any  place  where 
the  relurredlion  of  the  fame  body  is  fo  much  as 
mentioned.”  This  obfervation  of  Mr.  Locke  I 
lo  tar  adopt,  as  to  deny  that  you  can  produce  any 
place  in  the  writings  of  St.  Paul,  wherein  he  fets 
out  to  prove  the  refurredlion  of  the  fame  body. 
I  do  not  queflion  the  poflibility  of  the  refurredtion 
of  the  fame  body,  and  I  am  not  ignorant  of  the 
manner  in  which  tome  learned  men  have  explain¬ 
ed  it ;  (Somewhat  after  the  way  of  your  vegetative 
fpeck  in  the  kernel  of  a  peach ;)  but  as  you  are 
dilcrediting  St.  Paul’s  dodtrine,  you  ought  to 
fhew  that  what  you  attempt  to  difcredit  is  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  apoidle.  As  a  matter  of  choice,  you 
had  rather  have  a  better  body — you  will  have  a 
better  body, — “  your  natural  body  will  he  railed 
a  1  pi  ritual  body,”  your  corruptible  will  put  on  in- 
corrnption.  You  are  fo  much  out  of  humour 
with  your  prefeut  body,  that  you  inform  us, 
every  animal  in  the  creation  excels  us  in  lome- 
thing.  Now  1  had  always  thought,  that  the  iin- 
gie  circunihance  ot  our  having  hands,  and  their 
having  none,  gave  us  an  infinite  Superiority  not 
only  over  infeeds,  fifhes,  f nails,  and  fpiders, 
(which  you  reprefent  as  excelling  us  in  locomo¬ 
tive  powers,)  but  over  all  the  animals  of  the 
creation  ;  and  enabled  us,  in  the  language  of  Cice¬ 
ro,  deferibing  the  manifold  utility  of  our  hands, 
to  make  as  it  were  a  new  nature  of  things.  As 
to  what  you  fay  about  the  conicioulnefs  of  exig¬ 
ence  being  the  only  conceivable  idea  of  a  future 
life — it  proves  nothing,  either  for  or  againft  the 
relurredhon  of  a  body,  or  of  the  fame  body;  it 
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does  not  inform  us,  whether  to  any  or  to  what 
fubftance,  material  or  immaterial,  this  coniciout- 
nefs  is  annexed.  I  leave  it,  however,  to  others, 
who  do  not  admit  perfonal  identity  to  confift  m 
confcioiifnefs,  to  difpute  with  you  on  this  point, 
and  willingly  fubfcribe  to  me  opinion  ot  Mr. 
Locke,  “  that  nothing  but  confcioufnefs  can  unite 
remote  exigences  into  the  lame  perform  . 

From  a  caterpillar’s  paffing  into  a  torpid  hate 
refembling  death,  and  afterwards^  appearing  a 
fplendid  butterfly,  and  from  the  (fuppofed)  con- 
fcioufnefs  of  exiftence  which  the  animal  had  in 
thefe  different  hates,  you  afk,  Why  muft  I  be¬ 
lieve,  that  the  refurre&ion  of  the  fame  body  is 
neceffary  to  continue  in  me  the  confcioufnefs  of 
exiftence  hereafter? — I  do  not  diflike  analogical 
reasoning,  when  applied  to  proper  objects,  and 
kept  within  due  bounds  :* — but  where  is  it  laid  111 
fcripture,  that  the  refurre&ion  of  the  fame  body  is 
neceffary  to  continue  in  you  the  confcioufnefs  01 
exiftence  ?  Thofe  who  admit  a  confcious  date  of 
the  foul  between  death  and  the  refill  redion,  will 
contend,  that  the  foul  is  the  fubftance  in  which 
confciouinefs  is  continued  without  intii  i  option . 
thofe  who  deny  the  intermediate  date  of  the  foul, 
as  a  date  of  confcioufnefs,  wid  contend,  that  con¬ 
fcioufnefs  is  not  deft r eyed  by  death,  but  fufpended. 
by  it,  as  it  is  fufpended  during  a  found  deep;  and 
that  it  may  as  eafily  be  reftoreu  altei  death,  as  alter 
deep,  during, which  the  faculties  of  the  foul  are  not 
extindl,  but  dormant. — 1  hofe  who  think  that  the 
foul  is  nothing  diftind  from  the  compages  of  the 
body,  not  a  fubftance  but  a  mere  quality,  will  mam- 
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!  rhvidn'fl thc  gnftloufnefs  appertaining  to  every 
individual  perfon  is  not  loft  when  the  body  is  de- 

,  that  it  is  known  to  God  ;  and  may,  at  the 
general  reiurredtion,  be  annexed  to  any  fyftem  of 
■natter  he  may  think  fit,  or  to  that  particular  com- 
pages  to  wmch  it  belonged  in  this  life. 

in  reading  your  book  I  have  been* frequently 
inocKed  at  the  virulence  of  your  zeal,  at  the  in- 
recorum  of  your  abufe  in  applying  vulgar  and 
o  Hen  five  epithets  to  men  who  have  been  held 
and  who  will  long,  I  truft,  continue  to  be  holden’’ 
ln  h.‘gh  eftmaation.  I  know  that  the  fear  of  calum¬ 
ny  is  fedom  wholly  effaced  ;  it  remains  long  after 
tne  wound  is  healed;  and  your  abufe  of  holy  men 
and  holy  things  will  be  remembered,  when  your 
arguments  againft  them  are  refuted  and  forgotten. 
Moles  you  term  an  arrogant  coxcomb,  a  chief 
all  a  Inn  ;  Aaron,  Jofhua,  Samuel,  David,  monfters 
and  unpoftors;  the  jewifti  kings  a  parcel  of  raf- 
cals ;  Jeremiah  and  the  reft  of  the  prophets,  liars ; 
and  Paul  a  fool,  for  having  written  one  of  the 
uiblimeft  compofitions,  and  on  the  mod  important 

lubjeSt  that  ever  occupied  the  mind  of  man _ the 

kffon  in  our  burial  fervicc this  leffon  vou  call 
.3'  doubtful  jargon,  as  deftitute  of  meaning  as  the 
’tolling  of  the  bell  at  the  funeral.  Men°of  low 
condition  !  preiTed  down,  as  you  often  are,  by 
calamities  generally  incident  to  human  nature, 
and  groaning  under  burdens  of  mifery  peculiar  to 
your  condition,  what  thought  you  when  you 
heard  this  leffon  read  at  the  funeral  of  your  child, 
your  parent,  or  your  friend  ?  Was  it  mere  jargon 
to  you,  as  deftitute  ot  meaning  as  the  tolling  of  a 
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bell? — No. — You  underftood  from  it,  that  you 
would  not  all  deep,  but  that  you  would  all  be 
changed  in  a  moment  at  the  lad  trump;  you  un¬ 
derftood  from  it,  that  this  corruptible  muft  put  on 
incorruption,  that  this  mortal  muft  put  on  im¬ 
mortality,  and  that  death  would  be  fwallowed  up 
in  victory;  you  underftood  from  it,  that  if  (not- 
wlthftanding  profane  attempts  to  fubvert  your 
faith)  ye  continue  ftedfaft,  unmoveable,  always 
abounding  in  the  work  of  the  Lord,  your  labour 
will  not  he  in  vain. 

You  feem  fond  of  difplaying  your  (kill  in 
fcience  and  philofophy ;  you  fpeak  more  than, 
once  of  Euclid ;  and,  in  cemuring  St.  Paul,  you, 
intimate  to  us,  that  when  the  apoftle  fays — one 
ftar  diftereth  from  another  ftar  in  glory — he 
ought  to  have  faid — in  diftance. — All  men  fee 
that  one  ftar  differed!  from  another  ftir  in  glory 
or  brightnefs;  but  few  men  know  that  their  dif¬ 
ference  in  brightnefs  arifes  from  their  difference, 
in  diftance  ;  and  I  beg  leave  to  fay,  that  even  you, 
philofopher  as  you- are,  do  not  know  it.  You 
make  an  aftumption  which  you  cannot  prove — 
that  the  ftars  are  equal  in  magnitude,  and  placed^  . 
at  different  diftances  from  the  earth; — but  you  . 
cannot  prove  that  they  are  not  different  in  mag¬ 
nitude,  and  placed  at  equal  diftances,  though  none 
of  them  may  be  fo  near  to  trie  earth,  as  to  have 
any  fenftble  annual  parallax.  I  beg  pardon  of 
my  readers  for  touching  upon  this  fubjeft ;  but  it 
really  moves  one’s  indignation,  to  fee  a  fma tier¬ 
ing  in  philofophy  urged  as  an  argument  a  gain  ft: 
the  veracity  of  an  apoftle. — “  Little  lew 
dangerous  thing.” 
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Paul,  you  fay,  affe&s  to  be  a  naturalift;  and 
to  prove  (you  might  more  properly  have  laid 
iliufti  'ate]  his  fyftem  of  refurredtion  from  the 
principles  of  vegetation — u  T  hou  fool,”  fays  he, 
“  that  which  thou  fowefl:  is  not  quickened  except  it 
die:” — to  which  one  might  reply,  in  his  own  lan¬ 
guage,  and  fay — “  Thou  fool,  Paul,  that  which 
thou  fowefl  is  not  quickened  except  it  die  not.” 
It  may  be  feen,  I  think,  from  this  paffage,  who 
affedls  to  be  a  naturalift,  to  be  acquainted  with  the 
microfcopical  difcoveries  of  modern  times  ;  which 
were  probably  neither  known  to  Paul,  nor  to  the 
Corinthians ;  and  which,  had  they  been  known 
to  them  both,  would  have  been  ot  little  ufe  in  the 
rlluftration  of  the  iubjedt  of  the  refurredlion. 
Paul  faid — that  which  thou  foweft  is  not  quick¬ 
ened  except  it  die every  hufbandman  in  Co¬ 
rinth,  though  unable  perhaps  to  define  the  term 
death,  would  underhand  the  apoftle’s  phrafe  in  a 
popular  fenfe,  and  agree  with  him  that  a  grain  of 
wheat  muft  become  rotten  in  the  ground  before 
it  could  fpiout;  and  that,  as  God  railed  from  a. 
rotten  grain  of  wheat,  the  roots,  the  Hem,  the 
leaves,  the  ear  of  a  new  plant,  he  might  alfo- 
caufe  a  new  body  to  ipring  up  from  the  rotten, 
carcafe  in  the  grave.— Doctor  Clarke  obferves, 
“  in  like  manner  as  in  every  grain  of  corn  there 
is  contained  a  minute  infenlible  feminal  princi¬ 
ple,  which  is  itfelf  the  entire  future  blade  and  ear, 
and  in  due  feafon,  when  all  die  reft  of  the  grain 
is  corrupted,  evolves  and  unfolds  itfelf  vifibly  to 
the  eye;  fo  cur  prefent  mortal  and  corruptible 
body  may  be  but  the  cxuviat^  as  it  were,  of  feme 

hidden 
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hidden  and  at  prefent  infenfible  principle,  (pof-: 
libly  the  prefent  feat  of  the  foul)  which,  at  the 
refurreaion,  (hall  difcover  itfelf  m  its  proper 
form  ”  I  do  not  agree  with  this  great  man  (loi 
fuch  I  efteem  him)  in  this  philofophical  conjec¬ 
ture ;  but  the  quotation  may  ferve  to  ihew  you, 
that  the  germ  does  not  evolve  and  unfold  itielt 
vitiblv  to  the  eye  till  all  the  reft  ot  the  gram  is 
corrupted ;  that  is,  in  the  language  and  meaning 
of  St.  Paul,  till  it  dies.—' Though  the  aumonty 
of  Jefus  may  have  as  little  weight  with  you  as 
that  of  Paul,  yet  it  may  not  be  improper  to  quote 
to  you  our  Saviour’s  expreftion,  when  he  foretels 
the  numerous  difciples  which  his  death,  would 

nroduce _ 44  Except  a  corn  of  wheat  fall  into  the 

Ground!  and  die,  it  abideth  alone:  but  if  it  die, 
ft  bringeth  forth  much  fruit.”— You  perceive 
from  this,  that  the  jews  thought  the  death  of 
the  grain  was  neceffary  to  its  reproduction: 
hence  every  one  may  fee  what  little  reafon  you 
had  to  obje£t  to  the  apoftle’s  popular  iliuftration 
of  the  poffibility  of  a  refurreCtion.  Had  he 
known  as  much  as  any  naturalift.in  Europe  cues, 
of  the  progrefs  of  an  animal  from  one  i cate  to 
another,  as  from  a  worm  to  a  butterfly,  (which 
you  think  applies  to  the  cafe,)  I  am  of  opinion 
he  would  not  have  ufed  that  llluftiaiion  m  pie- 
ference  to  what  he  has  ufed,  which  is  obvious 


and  fatisfaCfory. 

Whether  the  fourteen  epiftles  afcribed  to  Paul 
were  written  by  him  or  not,  is,  in  your  judg¬ 
ment,  a  matter  of  indifference. — So  far  flora 

being  a  matter  of  indifference,  I  conftder  the  ge- 
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numenefs  of  St.  Paul’s  epiftles  to  be  a  matter  oftO 
g.eatdl  importance;  for  if  the  epiftles  afcribed 
m  i  aul;  were  written  by  him,  (and  there  is  un- 
(jutftionable  proof  that  they  were,)  it  will  be  dif- 
.ct.t  or  you,  01  for  any  man,  upon  fair  prin¬ 
ciples  of  found  reafoning,  to  deny  that  the  chrif- 
tlan  religion  is  true.  The  argument  is  a  fhort 

S-Int  pT  t0  cvely  caPacity-  lt  ftands 

,  s'  1  aid  wrote  feveral  letters  to  thole 
wnom,  jn  different  countries,  he  had  converted 
to  the  chnftian  faith;  in  thefe  letters  he  affirms 
wo  t  iings ;  firft,  that  he  had  wrought  miracles 
m  the:r  prefence  fecondly,  that  many  of  them- 

■;dves  had  weaved  the  gift  of  tongues,  and  other 
miraculous  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.— The  per- 
ons  to  wftom  thele  letters  were  addreffed  mull 
on  reacting  them,  have  certainly  known,  whether 
l  aul  affirmed  what  was  true,  or  told  a  plain  lie; 
they  muft  have  known,  whether  they  had  feen 
him  work  miracles ;  they  muft  have  been  con- 
fcious,  whether  they  themfelves  did  or  did  not 
potlefs  any  miraculous  gifts. — Now,  can  you,  or 
can  any  man,  believe,  for  a  moment,  that  Paul 
(a  man  certainly  of  great  abilities)  would  have 
vi  it  ten  public  letters,  full  of  lies,  and  which  could 
not  fail  of  being  dilcovered  to  be  lies,  as  i'oon  as 
his  letters  were  read?  Paul  could  not  be  guilty 
of  falfhood  in  thefe  two  points,  or  in  either  of 
them;  a  no  if  either  of  them  he  true,  the  chnfhan 
religion  is  true.  References  to  thefe  two  points 
are  frequent  in  St.  Paul’s  Epiftles:  I  will  men¬ 
tion  only  a  few.  In  his  [SpilHe  to  the  Galatians, 
he  lays,  (chap.  iii.  2,  5.)  “  Phijs  only  would 

I  learn 
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1  learn  of  you,  received  ye  the  fpirit  (gifts  of  the 
fpirit)  by  the  works  of  the  law  ? — He  ininiftereth 
to  you  the  fpirit,  and  worketh  miracles  among 

you.” _ To  the  Theffalonians  he  fays,  ( i  Theif. 

ch.  i.  5.)  44  Our  gofpel  came  not  unto  you  in 
word  only,  but  alfo  in  power,  and  in  the  Holy 
Ghofl.”— To  the  Corinthians  he  thus  expreffes 
himfelf:  (1  Cor.  ii.  4.)  “  My  preaching  was 

not  with  enticing  words  of  man’s  wifdom,  but  111 
the  demonftration  of  the  fpirit  and  of  power 
and  he  adds  the  reafon  for  his  working  miracles — 
“  That  your  faith  fhould  not  hand  in  the  wif¬ 
dom  of  men,  but  in  the  power  of  God.” — With 
what  alacrity  would  the  faction  at  Corinth,  which 
oppofed  the"  apoftle,  have  laid  hold  of  this  and 
many  fimilar  declarations  in  the  letter,  had  they 
been  able  to  have  detected  any  falfhood  in  them ! 
There  is  no  need  to  multiply  words  on  fo  clear  a 
point — the  genuinenefs  of  Paul’s  Epiftles  proves 
their  authenticity,  independently  of  every  other 
proof ;  for  it  -is  abfurd  in  the  extreme  to  fuppo{e 
him,  under  circumftances  of  obvious  detection, 
capable  of  advancing  what  was  not  true;  and 
if  Paul’s  Epiftles  be  both  genuine  and  authentic, 
the  chriflian  religion  is  true. — Think  of  this  ar¬ 
gument. 

You  clofe  your  obfervations  in  the  following 
manner: — 44  Should  die  Bible  (meaning,  as  I 
have  before  remarked,  the  Old  Teftament)  and 
Teftament  hereafter  fall,  it  is  not  I  that  have  been 
dhe  occanon.”  You  look,  I  think,  upon  your 
production  with  a  parent’s  partial  eye,  when  you 
{peak  of  it  in  l'uch  a  fiyle  of  felf-complacency. 

The 
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Fne  Bible,  fir,  has  with  flood  the  learning  of 
/  orphyry ,  and  the  power  of  Julian ,  to  fay^ no- 
thing  of  the  manichean  Faujlus — it  has  refitted 
tae  genius  of  Bolingbroke ,  and  the  wit  of  /F?/- 
ton?,  to  fay  nothing  of  a  numerous  herd  of  in¬ 
ferior  afifailants — and  it  will  not  fall  by  your  force. 
\  ou  have  barbed  anew  the  blunted  arrows  of 
former  adverfaries ;  you  have  feathered  them  with 
blafphemy  and  ridicule;  dipped  them  in  your 
deadlieft  poifon;  aimed  them  with  your  utmoft 
iliill;  /hot  them  againft  the  fhield  of  faith  with 
your  utmoft  vigour:  but,  like  the  feeble  javelin 
of  aged  Priam ,  they  will  fcarcely  reach  the  mark, 
will  fall  to  the  ground  without  a  ftroke. 


LETTER  X. 

r"pHE  remaining  part  of  your  work  can  hardly 
■JL  be  made  the  fubje<5t  of  animadverfion.  It 
principally  confifts  of  unfupported  aflertions, 
abulive  appellations,  illiberal  farcafms,  Jlrifes  of 
vjordSy  profane  babblings ,  and  oppofitions  of 
fcience  faljely  fo  called.  1  am  hurt  at  being, 
in  mere  juftice  to  the  fubjecl,  under  the  neceftity 
ol  ufing  lucli  harfh  language;  and  am  fincerely 
lorry  that,  from  what  caufe  [  know  not,  your 
mind  has  received  a  wrong  bias  in  every  point 
refpefting  revealed  religion.  You  are  capable 
of  better  things;  for  theie  is  a  philofophical  fub- 
iimity  in  fome  of  your  ideas,  when  you  fpeak  of 
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the  Supreme  Being,  as  the  creator  of  the  uni- 
verfe.  That  you  may  not  accufe  me  of  difre- 
fpeCt,  in  paffing  over  any  part  of  your  work 
without  beftowing  proper  attention  upon  it,  I  will 
wait  upon  you  through  what  you  call  your — 
conclusion. 

You  refer  your  reader  to  the  former  part  of 
the  Age  of  Reafon;  in  which  you  have  fpoken  of 
what  you  eSteem  three  frauds— myftery,  mira¬ 
cle,  and  prophecy. — I  have  not  at  hand  the  book 
to  which  you  refer,  and  know  not  what  you  have 
faid  on  thefe  fubjeCts ;  they  are  fubjeCts  of  great 
importance,  and  we,  probably,  fhould  differ  effen- 
tiallv  in  our  opinion  concerning  them ;  but,  I 
confefs,  I  am  not  forry  to  be  excufed  from  ex¬ 
amining  what  you  have  faid  on  thefe  points.  The 
Specimen  of  your  reafoning,  which  is  now  before 
me,  has  taken  from  me  every  inclination  to  trou¬ 
ble  either  my  reader,  or  mylelf,  with  any  obser¬ 
vations  on  your  former  book. 

You  admit  the  poffibility  of  God’s  revealing 
his  will  to  man  ;  yet  u  the  thing  fo  revealed,”  you 
fay,  “  is  revelation  to  the  perfon  only  to  whom 
it  is  made  ;  his  account  of  it  to  another  is  not  re¬ 
velation.” — This  is  true ;  his  account  is  Simple 
teftimony.  You  add,  there  is  no  “  poffible  cri¬ 
terion  to  judge  of  the  truth  of  what  he  fays.” — • 
1  his  I  positively  deny  ;  and  contend,  that  a  real 
miracle,  performed  in  attestation  of  a  revealed 
truth,  is  a  certain  criterion  by  which  we  may 
judge  of  the  truth  of  that  attestation.  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  aware  of  the  objections  which  may  be 
made  to  this  pofition ;  I  have  examined  them  with 
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^are;  I  acknowledge  them  to  be  of  weight;  but 
I  do  not  fpeak  unadvifedly,  or  as  wifhlng  to  dic¬ 
tate  to  other  men,  when  I  fay,  that  3  am  perfuaded 
the  pofition  is  true.  So  thought  Mofes,  when, 
in  the  matter  of  Korah,  he  faid  to  the  Ifraelites — 

4  4  If  thefe  men  die  the  common  death  of  all  men, 
then  the  Lord  hath  not  fent  me.” — So  thought 
Elijah,  when  he  faid— Lord  God  of  Abraham, 
Ifaac,  and  of  Ilrael,  let  it  be  known  this  day,  that 
thou  art  God  in  Ifrael,  and  that  I  am  thy  fer- 
vant;” — and  the  people  before  whom  he  fpake 
were  of  the  fame  opinion;  for,  when  the  fire  of 
the  Lord  fell,  and  confumed  the  burnt- facrifice, 
they  faid — 44  The  Lord,  he  is  the  God.” — So 
thought  our  Saviour,  when  he  faid — 44  The 
works  that  I  do  in  my  Father’s  name,  they  bear 
witnefs  of  me;” — and,  44  if  I  do  not  the  w7orks 
of  my  Father,  believe  me  not.”  What  reafon 
have  we  to  believe  Jefus  fpeaking  in  the  gofpel, 
and  to  difbelieve  Mahomet  lpeaking  in  the  Koran  ? 
Both  of  them  lay  claim  to  a  divine  commiffion  ; 
and  yet  w7e  receive  the  words  of  the  one  as  a  reve¬ 
lation  from  God,  and  we  rejedt  the  words  of  the 
other  as  an  impofture  of  man.  T  he  reafon  is 
evident;  Jefus  eftablifhed  his  pretenfions,  not  by 
alledging  any  fecret  communication  with  the 
Deity,  but  by  working  numerous  and  indubitable 
miracles  in  the  prefence  of  thoufands,  and  which 
the  moft  bitter  and  watchful  of  his  enemies  could 
not  difallow ;  but  Mahomet  wrought  no  miracles 
at  all. — Nor  is  a  miracle  the  only  criterion  by 
which  we  may  judge  of  the  truth  of  a  revelation, 
jf  a  ferics  of  prophets  fliould,  through  a  courfe 


@f  many;  centuries,  predict  the  appearance  of  a 
certain  perfon,  whom  God  would,  at  a  particular 
time,  fend  into  the  world  for  a  particular  end ; 
and  at  length  a  perfon  fhould  appear,  in  whom 
all  the  predictions  were  minutely  accomplifhed ; 
fuch  a  completion  of  prophecy  would  be  a  crite¬ 
rion  of  the  truth  of  that  revelation,  which  that 
perfon  fhould  deliver  to  mankind.  Or  if  a  perfon 
fhould  now  fay,  (as  many  falfe  prophets  have 
faid,  and  are  daily  faying,)  that  he  had  a  commif- 
fion  to  declare  the  will  of  God;  and,  as  a  proof 
of  his  veracity,  fhould  predict — that,  after  his 
death,  he  would  rife  from  the  dead  on  the  third 
day ;  the  completion  of  fuch  a  prophecy  would, 
I  prefume,  be  a  fuflicient  criterion  of  the  truth  of 
what  this  man  might  have  faid  concerning  the  will 
of  God.  Now  I  tell  you,  (fays  Jefus  to  his  dif- 
ciples,  concerning  Judas,  who  was  to  betray 
him,)  before  it  come,  that  when  it  is  come  to  pafs 
ye  may  believe  that  I  am  he.  In  various  parts 
of  the  gofpels  our  Saviour,  with  the  utmoft  pro¬ 
priety,  claims  to  he  received  as  the  meflenger  of 
God,  not  only  from  the  miracles  which  he 
wrought,  but  from  the  prophecies  which  were 
fulfilled  in  his  perfon,  and  from  the  predictions 
which  he  himfelf  delivered.  Hence,  inftead  of 
there  being  no  criterion  by  which  we  may  judge 
of  the  truth  of  the  chriftian  revelation,  there  are 
clearly  three.  It  is  an  eafy  matter  to  ufe  an  inde¬ 
corous  flippancy  of  language  in  fpeaking  of  the 
chriftian  religion,  and  with  a  fupercilious  neg¬ 
ligence  to  clafs  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  among  ft 
the  iinpoftors  who  have  figured  in  the  world;  but 
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it  is  not,  I  think,  an  eafy  matter  for  any  man,  of 
good  lenfe  and  found  erudition,  to  make  an  im¬ 
partial  examination  into  any  one  of  the  three 
grounds  of  chriftianity  which  I  have  here  men¬ 
tioned,  and  to  reject  it. 

What  is  -  it,  you  alk,  the  Bible  teaches?  The 
prophet  Micah  fhall  anfwer  you  :  it  teaches  us — 
“  to  do  juftly,  to  love  mercy,  and  to  walk  hum¬ 
bly  with  our  God j u (lice,  mercy,  and  piety; 
inftead  of  what  you  contend  for — rapine,  cruel¬ 
ty,  and  murder.  What  is  it,  you  demand,  the 
T  eft  ament  teaches  us  ?  You  anfwer  your  quef- 
tion — to  believe  that  die  Almighty  committed  de¬ 
bauchery  with  a  woman. — Abfurd  and  impious 
afiertion!  No,  fir,  no;  this  profane  doctrine, 
this  miferable  fluff,  this  blafphemous  perverfion 
of  fcripture,  is  your  doctrine,  not  that  of  the 
New  Teftament.  I  will  tell  you  the  leflon  which 
it  teaches  to  infidels  as  well  as  to  believers  ;  it  is 
a  leffbn  which  philofophy  never  taught,  which 
wit  cannot  ridicule,  nor  fophiftry  difprove:  the 
leiTon  is  this — “  The  dead  ftiall  hear  the  voice  of 
the  Son  of  God,  and  they  that  hear  (hall  live ; — 
all  that  are  in  their  graves  ftiall  come  forth;  they 
that  have  done  good,  unto  the  refurrection  of  life  ; 
and  they  that  have  done  evil,  unto  the  refurrec- 
tion  of  damnation/’ 

The  moral  precepts  of  the  gofpel  are  fo  well 
fitted  to  promote  the  happineis  of  mankind  in 
this  world,  apd  to  prepare  human  nature  for  the 
future  enjoyment  of  that  bleflednefs,  of  which,  in 
our  prefent  ftate,  we  can  form  no  conception, 

that  1  had  no  expectation  they  would  have  met 
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with  your  difapprobation.  You  fay,  however,, 
— “  As  to  the  fcraps  of  morality  that  are  irregu¬ 
larly  and  thinly  fcattered  in  thofe  books,  they 
make  no  part  of  the  pretended  thing,  revealed 
religion.” — “  Whatfoever  ye  would  that  men 
fhould  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  fo  to  them.” — Is 
this  a  fcrap  of  morality  ?  Is  it  not  rather  the  con¬ 
centered  eflence  of  all  ethics,  the  vigorous  root 
from  which  every  branch  of  moral  duty  towards 
each  other  may  be  derived  ?  Duties,  you  know, 
are  diffinguifhed  by  moralifts  into  duties  ot  per¬ 
fect  and  imperfect  obligation :  does  the  Bible 
teach  you  nothing,,  when  it  inftrudts  you,  that 
this  diftinction  is  done  away?  when  it  bids  you 
u  put  on  bowels  of  mercies,  kindnels,  humbletiefs 
of  mind,  meeknefs,  long-fuffering,  forbearing  one 
another  and  forgiving  one  another,  if  any  mail 
have  a  quarrel  againflany?”  Thefe,  and  pre¬ 
cepts  fuch  as  thefe,  you  will  in  vain  look  for  m 
the  codes  of  Frederic ,  or  JuJUnian  ;  you  cannot, 
find  them  in  our  ftatute  books ;  they  were  not 
taught,  nor  are  they  taught  in  the  fchools- of  hea¬ 
then  philofophy;  or,  if  fome  one  or  two  of  them 
fhould  chance  to  be  glanced  at  by  a  Plato,  a  Se¬ 
neca,  or  a  Cicero,  they  are  not  bound  upon  the 
confciences  of  mankind  by  any  function.  It  is  in 
the  gofpel,  and  in  the  gofpel  alone,  that  we  learn, 
their  importance;  a£ts  of  benevolence  and  bro¬ 
therly  love  may  be  to  an  unbeliever  voluntary- 
a£ts,  to  a  chriftian  they  are  indifpenfible  duties. 
— Is  a  new  commandment  no  part  of  revealed 
religion?  “  A  new  commandment  I  give  unto 
you,  That  ye  love  one  another;”  the  law  of 
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chriftian  benevolence  is  enjoined  us  by  Chrifl:  him- 
felr  m  the  moft  folemn  manner,  as  the  diftinguifli- 
ing  badge  of  our  being  his  difciples. 

Two  precepts  you  particularize  as  inconfiftent 
with  the  dignity  and  the  nature  of  man — that  of 
not  refenting  injuries,  and  that  of  loving  enemies. 
— Who  but  yourfelf  ever  interpreted  literally  the 
proverbial  phrafe — “  If  a  man  finite  thee  on  thy 
right  cheek,  turn  to  him  the  other  alfo?” — Did 
Jefus  himfelf  turn  the  other  cheek  when  the  offi¬ 
cer  of  the  high  prieft  fmote  him  ?  It  is  evident,  that 
a  patient  acquiefcence  under  flight  perfonai  inju¬ 
ries  is  here  enjoined ;  and  that  a  pronenefs  to  re¬ 
venge,  which. inftigates  men  to  favage  a&s  of  bru¬ 
tality,  for  every  trifling  offence,  is  forbidden.  As 
to  loving  enemies,  it  is  explained,  in  another  place, 
to  mean,  the  doing  them  all  the  good  in  our  power ; 

if  thine  enemy  hunger,  feed  him ;  if  he  thirfl, 
give  him  drink;”  and  what  think  you  is  more 
likely  to  preferve  peace,  and  to  promote  kind  af¬ 
fections  .araongft  men,  than  the  returning  good 
for  evil?  Chriftianity  does  not  order  us  to  love 
in  proportion  to  the  injury — it  does  not  “  offer  a 
premium  for  a  crime,” — it  orders  us  to  let  our 
benevolence  extend  alike  to  all,  that  we  may  emu¬ 
late  the  benignity  of  God  himfelf,  who  maketh 
“  his  fun  to  rife  on  the  evil  and  on  the  good.” 

In  the  law  of  Mofes,  retaliation  for  deliberate 
injuries  had  been  ordained — an  eye  for  an  eye, 
a  tooth  for  a  tooth. — Arijiotle ,  in  his  treatife  of 
morals,  fays,  that  fotne  thought  retaliation  ofper- 
fonal  wrongs  an  equitable  proceeding  ;  Rh ada¬ 
mant  hus  is  faid  to  have  given  it  his  fanCIron 
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the  decemviral  laws  allowed  it;  the  common 
law  of  England  did  not  forbid  it ;  and  it  is  faid  to 
he  {fill  the  law  of  fotne  countries,  even  in  chrif- 
tendom :  but  the  mild  fpirit  of  chriftianity  abfo- 
lutely  prohibits,  not  only  the  retaliation  of  inju¬ 
ries,  but  the  indulgence  of  every  refentful  pro- 
penfity. 

“  It  has  been,”  you  affirm,  “  the  icheme  of 
the  chridian  church 'to  hold  man  in  ignorance  of 
the  creator,  as  it  is  of  government  to  hold  him  in 
ignorance  of  his  rights.” — 1  appeal  to  the  piain 
fenfe  of  any  honed:  man  to  judge  whether  this  re- 
prefentation  be  true  in  either  particular.  Vv  hen 
he  attends  the  fervice  ot  the  church,  does  he  dif- 
cover  any  dedgn  in  the  mimder  to  keep  him  in 
ignorance  of  his  creator  ?  Are  not  the  public 
prayers  in  which  he  joins,  the  leffons  which  aie 
read  to  him,  the  fermons  which  are  preached  to 
him,  all  calculated  to  imprefs  upon  his  mind  a 
drong  conviction  of  the  mercy,  judice,  holinefs, 
power,  and  wifd.om  of  the  one  adorable  God, 
blefTed  forever  ?  By  thefe  means,  which  the 
chridian  church  hath’provided  for  our  indruCtion, 

I  will  venture  to  fay,  that  the  mod  unlearned 
congregation  of  chridians  in  Great-Britain  have 
more  jud  and  fublime  conceptions  of  the  creator, 
a  more  perfedt  knowledge  of  their  duty  towards 
him,  and  a  dronger  inducement  to  the  pra&ice  of 
virtue,  holinefs,  and  temperance,  than  all  the  phi-- 
lofophers  of  all  the  heathen  countries  in  the  world 
ever  had,  or  now  have.  If,  indeed,  your  fcheme 
fhould  take  place,  and  men  fhould  no  longer  be¬ 
lieve  their  Bible,  then  would  they  foon  become 
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as  ignorant  of  the  creator  as  all  the  world  was 
when  God  called  Abraham  from  his  kindred ; 
and  as  all  the  world,  which  has  had  no  commu¬ 
nication  with  either  jews-  or  chridians,  now  is. 
I  hen  would  they  foon  bow  down  to  docks  and 
fioaes,  kifs  their  hand  (as  they  did  in  the  time  of 
Job,  and  as  the  poor  African  does  now,)  to  the 
moon  walking  in  bright nejs ,  and  deny  the  God 
that  is  above ;  then,  would  they  worfhip  Jupiter, 
Bacchus,  and  Venus,  and  emulate,  in  the  tran- 
fcendant  flagitioufnefs  of  their  lives,  the  impure 
morals  of  their  gods.. 

What  defign  has  government  to  keep  men  in- 
ignorance  of  their  rights?  None  whatever. — All 
wile  datefmen  are  perfuaded,  that  the  more  men 
know  of  their  rights,  the  better  fubjedfs  they  will 
became.  Subjedts,  not  from  neceffity  but  choice, 
are  the  firmed  friends  of  every  government.  The 
people  of  Gr.eat-Britain  are  well  acquainted  with 
their  natural  and  focial  rights;  they  underdand 
them  better  than  the  people  of  any  other  country 
do;  they  know  that  they  have  a  right  to  be  free, 
not  only  from  the  capricious  tyranny  of  any  one. 
man’s  will,  but  from  the  more  afflidting  defpotifm 
of  republican  fadlions ;  and  it  is  this  very  know¬ 
ledge  which  attaches  them  to  the  conditution  of. 
their  country.  I  have  no  fear  that  the  people 
fhould  know  too  much  of  their  rights  ;  my  fear  is, 
that  they  fhould  not  know  them  in  all  their  rela¬ 
tions,  and  to  their  full  extent.  The  government 
does  not  deb  re  that  men  fhould  remain  in  igno-- 
ranee  of  their  rights ;  but  it  both  defil  es,  and  re-. 
quires,  that  they  Oiould  not  Sidurb  the  public 
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peace,  under  vain  pretences ;  that  they  fhoulvt 
make  themfelves  acquainted,  not  merely  with  the 
rights,  but  with  the  duties  alfo  of  men  in  civil  fo- 
ciety.  I  am  far  from  ridiculing  (as  fome  have 
done)  the  rights  of  man;  1  have  long  ago  under- 
flood  that  the  poor  as  well  as  the  rich,  and  that  the 
rich  as  well  as  the  poor,  have,  by  nature,  fome 
rights,  which  no  human  government  can  juftly 
take  from  them,  without  their  tacit  or  exprefs 
confent ;  and  fome  alfo,  which  they  themfelves 
have  no  power  to  furrender  to  any  government. 
One  of  the  principal  rights  of  man,  in  a  flate  ei¬ 
ther  of  nature  or  of  fociety,  is  a  right  of  property 
in  the  fruits  of  his  induflry,  ingenuity,  or  good  for¬ 
tune. — Does  government  hold  any  man  in  igno¬ 
rance  of  this  right?  So  much  the  contrary,  that 
the  chief  care  of  government  is  to  declare,  aicei  tain, 
modify,  and  defend  this  right;  nay,  it  gives  right, 
where  nature  gives  none ;  it  prote6ls  the  goods 
of  an  inteflate  ;  and  it  allows  a  man,  at  his 
death,  to  diipofe  of  that  property  which  the  law 
of  nature  would  caufe  to  revert  into  the  com¬ 
mon  flock.  Sincerely  as  I  am  attached  to  the 
liberties  of  mankind,  I  cannot  but  profefs  myfelf 
an  utter  enemy  to  that  fpurious  philofophy,  that 
democratic  infanity,  which  would  equalize  all  pro¬ 
perty,  and  level  all  diflindlions  in  civil  iociety. 
Perlonal  diflindlions,  arifing  from  fuperior  pro¬ 
bity,  learning,  eloquence,  fkill,  courage,  and  from 
every  other  excellency  of  talents,  are  the  very 
blood  and  nerves  of  the  body  politic ;  they  animate 
the  whole,  and  invigorate  every  part ;  without 
them,  its  bones  would  become  reeds,  and  its 

marrow 


m 


(  1 66  ) 

marrow  water;  it  would  prefently  link  into  a 
fostia  fenielefs  mats  of  corruption. — Power  may 
be  ufeJ  for  private  ends,  and  in  oppofition  to 
tfie  puoiic  good;  rank  may  be  improperly  con¬ 
ferred,  and  infolently  iuftained;  riches  maybe 
wickeuly  acquired,  and  vicioufly  applied:  but 
as  this  is  neidier  neceflarily  nor  generally  the 
cafe,  I  cannot  agree  with  thofe  who,  in  af- 
ierting  the  natural  equality  of  men,  fpurn  the  • 
rnfti tuted  diftinctions  attending  power,  rank, 
and  riches. — But  I  mean  not  to  enter  into  any 
difeufiion  on  this  fubjed,  farther  than  to  fay, 
tnat  your  crimination  of  government  appears  to 
me  to  be  wholly  unfounded;  and  to  exprefs  my 
hope,  that  no  one  individual  will  be  fo  far  milled 
by  dffquifitions  on  the  rights  of  man,  as  to  think 
that  he  has  any  right  to  do  wrong,  as  to  forget 
that  other  men  have  rights  as  well  as  he. 

You  are  animated  w7ith  proper  fentiments  of 
piety,  when  you  fpeak  of  the  ftrudfure  of  the 
univerfe.o  No  one,  indeed,  who  confiders  it  with 
attention,  can  fail  of  having  his  mind  filled  with 
the  fupremeft  veneration  for  its  author.  Who 
can  contemplate,  without  aftonifhment,  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  a  comet,  running  far  beyond  the  orb  of 
fa  turn,  endeavouring  to  efcape  into  the  pathlefs 
regions  of  unbounded  fpace;  yet  feeling,  at  its 
utmofi  diftanee,  the  attractive  influence  of  the 
fun,  hearing,  as  it  were,  the  voice  of  God  ar- 
refting  its  progrefs,  and  compelling  it,  after  a 
lapfe  of  ages,  to  reiterate  its  ancient  courfe  ? — • 
Who  can  comprehend  the  diftanee  of  the  ftars 
from  the  earth,  and  from  each  other  ?— It  is  fo 
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great,  that  it  mocks  our  conception;  our  very 
imagination  is  terrified,  confounded,  and  loft, 
when  we  are  told,  that  a  ray  of  light,  which 
moves  at  the  rate  of  above  ten  millions  of  miles 
in  a  minute,  will  not,  though  emitted  at  this  in- 
ftant,  from  the  brighteft  ftar,  reach  the  earth, 
in  lefts  than  fix  years. — We  think  this  earth  a 
great  globe;  and  we  fee  the  fad  wickednefs which 
individuals  are  often  guilty  of,  inferaping  together 
a  little  of  its  dsrt:  we  view,  with  ftiil  greater  afto- 
nifhment  and  horror,  the  mighty  ruin  which  has, 
in  all  ages,  been  brought  upon  human  kind,  by 
the  low  ambition  of  contending  powers,  to  ac¬ 
quire  a  temporary  pofteftion  ot  a  little  portion 
of  its  irifface.  But  how  does  the  whole  of  this 
globe  fink,  as  it  were,  to  nothing,  when  we  con¬ 
sider  that  a  million  of  earths  will  fcarcely  equal 
the  bulk  of  the  fun;  that  all  the  ftars  are  funs; 
and  that  millions  of  funs,  conftitnte,  probably, 
hut  a  minute  portion  ot  that  material  world, 
which  God  hath  diftributed  through  the  immen¬ 
sity  of  fpace  ?  Syftems,  however,  of  infenfible 
matter,  though  arranged  in  exquifite  order,  prove 
only  the  wifdom  and  the  power  of  the  great  Ar- 
chitefil  of  nature.  As  percipient  beings,  we  look 
for  fomething  more — for  his  goodneis— and  we 
'Cannot  open  our  eyes  without  teeing  it. 

Every  portion  of  the  earth,  lea,  and  air,  is  full 
of  fenfitive  beings,  capable,  in  their  refpefilive  or¬ 
ders,  of  enjoying  the  good  things  which  God  has 
prepared  for  their  comfort.  All  the  orders  of  be¬ 
ings  are  enabled  to  propagate  their  kind ;  and 
thus  provifion  is  made  for  a  fucceftive  continua¬ 
tion 
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uon  of  happinefs.  Individuals  yield  to  the  law 
of  diffolution  infeparable  from  the  material  ftruc- 
tuie  of  their  bodies:  but  no  gap  is  thereby  left 
in  exigence;  their  place  is  occupied  by  other  in¬ 
dividuals  capable  of  participating  in  the  good- 
nefs  of  the  Almighty.  Contemplations  fuch  as 
tnefe  fill  the  mind  with  humility,  benevolence, 
and  piety.  But  why  fhould  we  flop  here?  why 
not  contemplate  the  goodnefs  of  God  in  the  re¬ 
demption,  as  well  as  in  the  creation  of  the  world  ? 
By  the  death  of  his  only  begotten  Son  Jefus 
Chrift,  he  hath  redeemed  the  whole  human  race 
from  the  eternal  death,  which  the  tranfgreffion  of 
Adam  had  entailed  on  all  his  pofterity.— You  be¬ 
lieve  nothing  about  the  tranfgreffion  of  Adam. 
The  hiftory  of  Eve  and  the  ferpent  excites  your 
contempt ;  you  will  not  admit  that  it  is  either  a 
real  hiftory,  or  an  allegorical  reprefen tation  of 
death  entering  into  the  world  through  fin,  through 
difohedience  to  the  command  of  God. — Be  itfo. 
— You  find,  however,  that  death  doth  reign 
over  all  mankind,  by  whatever  mean  it  was  in¬ 
troduced:  this  is  not  a  matter  of  belief,  but  of 
lamentable  knowledge. — The  New  Teftament 
tells  us,  that  through  the  merciful  difpenfation  of 
God,  Chrift  hath  overcome  death,  and  reftored 
man  to  that  immortality  which  Adam  had  loft  : — 
this  alfo  you  refufe  to  believe. — Why  ?  Becaufe 
you  cannot  account  for  the  propriety  of  this  re¬ 
demption. — Miierable  reafon  !  ftupid  obje£Iion ! 
What  is  there  that  you  can  account  for  ? 
Not  for  the  germination  of  a  blade  of  grafs,  not 
for  the  fall  of  a  leaf  of  the  foreft — and  will  you 

refufe 


J|J 

4 


(  ) 

refufe  to  eat  of  the  fruits  of  the  earth,  becaufe 
God  has  not  given  you  wifdom  equal  to  his  own  ? 
Will  you  refufe  to  lay  hold  on  immortality,  be¬ 
caufe  he  has  not  given  you,  becaufe  he,  proba¬ 
bly,  could  not  give  tofucha  being  as  man,  a  full 
manifeftation  of  the  end  for  which  he  defigns 
him,  nor  of  the  means  requiiite  for  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  that  end  ?  What  father  of  a  family  can 
make  level  to  the  apprehenlion  of  his  infant  chil¬ 
dren,  all  the  views  of  happinefs  which  his  pater¬ 
nal  goodnefs  is  preparing  for  them  ?  How  can 
he  explain  to  them  the  utility  of  reproof,  cor- 
region,  inftrudtion,  example,  of  all  the  various 
means  by  which  he  forms  their  minds  to  piety, 
temperance,  and  probity  ?  We  are  children  in  the 
hand  of  God ;  we  are  in  the  very  infancy  of  our 
exiftence;  juft  feparated  from  the  womb  of  eter¬ 
nal  duration ;  it  may  not  be  poflible  for  the  Fa¬ 
ther  of  the  univerfe  to  explain  to  us,  (infants  in 
apprehenlion  !)  the  goodnefs  and  the  wifdom  of  his 
dealings  with  the  fons  of  men.  What  qualities  of 
mind  will  be  neceffary  for  our  well-doing  through 
all  eternity,  we  know  not;  what  dilcipline  in 
this  infancy  of  exiftence  may  be  necefTary  for  ge¬ 
nerating  thefe  qualities,  we  know  not;  'whether 
God  could  or  could  not,  conliftently  with  the 
general  good,  have  forgiven  the  tranfgreffion  of 
Adam,  withoukany  atonement,  we  know  not; 
whether  the  malignity  of  fin  be  not  fo  great,  fo 
oppolite  to  the  general  good,  that  it  cannot  be 
forgiven  whilft  it  exifts,  that  is,  whilft  the  mind 
retains  a  propenfity  to  it,  we  know  not:  fo  that 
it  there  fhould  be  much  greater  difficulty  in  com- 

P  prehen  din 


fzk 


rr 

o 


W  j 

t  ■W.e.  . 


>> 


m 


l  iT**i 


. 

- 


f  170  ) 


piehendmg  the  mode  of  God’s  moral  government 
of  mankind  than  there  really  is,  there  would  be  no 
leafon  for  doubting  of  its  rectitude.  If  the  whole 
human  race  be  confidered  as  but  one  fmall  mem¬ 
ber  of  a  large  community  of  free  and  intelligent 
beings  of  different  orders,  and  if  this  whole  com¬ 
munity  be  fubjedt  to  discipline  and  laws  produc¬ 
tive  of  the  greatefi:  poffible  good  to  the  whole  fyf- 
tem,  then  may  we  hill  more  reafonably  fufpedl 
our  capacity  to  comprehend  the  wifdom  and  good- 
nefs  of  all  God’s  proceedings  in  the  moral  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  univerfe. 

You  are  lavifh  in  your  praife  of  deifm ;  it  is  fo 
much  better  than  atheifm,  that  I  mean  not  to  fay 
any  thing  to  its  difcredit ;  it  is  not,  however,  with¬ 
out  its  difficulties.  What  think  you  of  an  ura* 
caufed  caufe  of  every  thing?  of  a  Being  who 
has  no  relation  to  time,  not  being  older  to-day 
than  he  was  yeherday,  nor  younger  to  day  than 
he  will  be  to-morrow  ?  who  has  no  relation  to 
Space,  not  bring  a  part  here  and  a  part  there,  or 
a  whole  any  where?  What  think  you  of  an 
ommfcient  Being,  who  cannot  know  the  future 
actions  of  a  man  ?  Or,  if  his  omnifcience  ena¬ 
bles  him  to  know  them,  what  think  you  of  the 
contingency  of  human  adtions  ?  And  if  human 
adtions  are  not  contingent,  what  think  you  of  the 
morality  of  adtions,  of  the  diftkidtion  between 
vice  and  virtue,  crime  and  innocence,  fm  and 
duty  ?  What  think  you  of  the  infinite  goodnefs 
of  a  Being,  who  ex i tied  through  eternity,  withv 


out  any  emanation  of  his  goodnefs  maniiefled  in 
the  creation  of  fcnfitive  beings  ?  Or,  if  you  con¬ 


tend 


(  *7X  ): 

terafthat  there  has  been  an. eternal  creation,  what 
think  you  of  an  effect  coeval  with  its  caufe,  oi 
matter  not  pofterior  to  its  Maker*?  What  think 
you  of  the  exiftence  of  evil,  moral  and  natural, 
in  the  work  of  an  infinite  Being,  powerful,  wife, 
and  good?  What  think  you  of  tne  gift  of  fiee- 
dom  of  will,  when  the  abufe  of  freedom  becomes 
the  caufe  of  general  mifery?  I  could  propofe  to 
your  confideration  a  great  many  other  queftions 
of  a  fimilar  tendency,  the  contemplation  of  which 
has  driven  not  a  few  from  deifm  to  atheifm,  juft 
as  the  difficulties  in  revealed  religion  have  driven 
yourfelf,  and  fome  others,  from  chriftianity  to 
deifm. 

For  my  own  part,  I  can  fee  no  reafon  why 
either  revealed  or  natural  religion  fhould  be  aban¬ 
doned,  on  account  of  the  difficulties  which  attend 
either  of  them.  I  look  up  to  the  incomprehenfible 
Maker  of  heaven  and  earth  with  unfpeakable  ad¬ 
miration  and  felf-annihilation,  and  am  a  deift. — • 
I  contemplate,  with  the  utmoft  gratitude  and  hu¬ 
mility  of  mind,  his  unfearchable  wifdom  and  good- 
nefs  in  the  redemption  of  the  world  from  eternal 
death,  through  the  intervention  of  his  Son  jefus 
Chrift,  and  am  a  cnriftian. — As  a  deift,  I  have 
little  expectation  ;  as  a  chriftian,  I  have  no  doubt 
of  a  future  ftate.  1  fpeak  for  myfelf,  and  may  be 
in  an  error,  as  to  the  ground  of  the  firft  part  of 
this  opinion.  You,  and  other  men,  may  con¬ 
clude  differently.  From  the  inert  nature  of  mat¬ 
ter — from  the  faculties  of  the  human  mind — from 
the  apparent  imperfection  of  God  s  moral  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  world — from  many  modes  of  analo- 
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gical  reafoning,  and  from  other  fources,  fome  of 
tne  philofophers  of  antiquity  did  collect,  and  mo- 
cern  philofophers  may,  perhaps,  colled  a  ffrong 
probability  of  a  future  exigence;  and  not  only  of 
a  future  exigence,  but  (which  is  quite  a  diffmft 
queftion)  of  a  future  date  of  retribution,  propor¬ 
tioned  to  our  moral  condud  in  this  world.  Far 
be  it  from  me  to  loofen  any  of  the  obligations  to 
virtue;  but  I  muff  confefs,  that  I  cannot,  from  the 
fame  fources  of  argumentation,  derive  any  pofi- 
five  aflurance  on  the  fubjed.  Think  then  with 
what  thankfulnefs  of  heart  I  receive  the  Word  of 
God,  which  tells  me,  that  though  “  in  Adam  (by 
the  condition  of  our  nature)  all  die;”  yet  “  in 
Chrift  (by  the  covenant  of  grace)  {hall  all  be 
made  alive *”  I  lay  hold  on  “  eternal  life  as  the 
gift  of  God  through  jefus  Chriff I  coniider  it 
not  as  any  appendage  to  the  nature  I  derive  from 
Adam,  but  as  the  free  gift  of  the  Almighty, 
through  his  Son,  whom  he  hath  conflituted  Lord 
of  all,  the  Saviour,  the  Advocate,  and  the  Judge 
of  human  kind; 

“  Deifm,”  you  affirm,  “  teaches  us,  without 
the  poffibility  of  being  miffaken,  all  that  is  necef- 
fary  or  proper  to  be  known.” — There  are  three 
things,  which  all  reafonable  men  admit  are  necef- 
fary  and  proper  to  be  known — the  being  of  God 
— the  providence  of  God — a  future  (fate  of  retri¬ 
bution. — Whether  thele  three  truths  are  fo  taught 
us  by  deifm,  that  there  is  no  poffibility  of  being 
miffaken  concerning  any  of  them,  let  the  hiffory 
of  philofophy,  and  of  idolatry,  and  fuperffition, 
in  all  ages  and  countries,  determine.  A  volume 
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might  be  filled  with  an  account  of  the  miftakes 
into  which  the  greateft  reafoners  have  fallen,  and 
of  the  uncertainty  in  winch  they  lived,  \vith  re- 
fpe6l  to  every  one  of  thefe  points.  I  wul  advei  t, 
briefly,  only  to  thelafl  of  them.  Notwithfiand- 
incr  the  illuflrious  labours  of  G ajfendi,  Cudwoi  th> 
Clarke ,  Baxter ,  and  of  above  two  hundred  other 
modern  writers  on  the  fubje&,  the  natural  mor¬ 
tality  or  immortality  ot  the  human  foul  is  as  little 
underflood  by  us  as  it  was  by  the  philofophers 
of  Greece  or  Rome.  The  oppofite  opinions  of 
Plato  and  of  Epicurus ,  on  this  fubjedt,  have  their 
feveral  fupporters  amongfl  the  learned  of  the  pie- 
fent  age,  in  Great-Britain,  Germany,  France, 
Italy,  in  every  enlightened  part  of  the  world  ;  and 
they  who  have  been  mofl  fenoufly  occupied  in 
the  ftudy  of  the  queftion  concerning  a  future  flate, 
as  deducible  from  the  nature  of  the  human  foul, 
are  lead  difpofed  to  give,  from  reafon,  a  pofitive 
decifion  of  it  either  way.  The  importance  of 
revelation  is  by  nothing  rendered  more  apparent, 
than  by  the  difcordant  fentiments  of  learned  and 
good  men  (for  I  fpeak  not  of  the  ignorant  and  * 
immoral)  on  this  point.  They  fhew  the  infuf- 
ficiency  of  human  reafon,  in  a  course  of  above 
two  thoufand  years,  to  unfold  the  myfleiies  of 
human  nature,  and  to  furnifh,  from  the  contem¬ 
plation  of  it,  any  aflfurance  of  the  quality  of  our 
future  condition.  ]f  you  fhould  ever  become 
perfuaded  of  this  infufficiency,  (and  you  can 
fcarce  tail  of  becoming  fo,  if  your  examine  the 
matter  deeply,)  you  will,  if  you  a£t  rationally, 
be  difpofed  to  invefligate,  with  ferioufnefs  and 
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impartiality,  the  truth  of  chriftianity.  You  wlif 
(■5°  /  !  S°fpeb  as  the  Northumbrian  heathens 

,  ,  a Minus,  by  whom  they  were  convert- 

n  1°  tlle  clmfttan  religion— “  The  more  we  re- 

r  v  011  lift  '!ntll.le  °y°ur  foul,  the  lefs  we  know 
i  1  *  r  ^  ^  animates  our  body,  we  may 

know  ioine  of  its  properties ;  but  when  once  fepa- 
Kited,  we  know  not  whither  it  goes,  or  from 
whence  it  came.  Since,  then,  the  go/pel  pretends 
to  g.vv.  us  clearer  notions  of  thefe  matters,  we 
ougiit  to  leai  it,  and  laying  akde  all  parhon  and 
prejudice,  follow  that  which  ftiall  appear  moil 
conformable  to  right  reafon.” 

W  hat  a  bidding  is  it  to  beings,  with  fuch  limit- 
V .  cities  as  our’s  confeffedly  are,  to  have  God 
nimlelr  for  our  inftru&or  in  every  thing  which  it 
much  concerns  us  to  know  !  We  are  principally 
concerned  in  knowing — not  the  origin  of  arts,  or 
the  recondite  depths  of  fcience— not  the  h iftories 
of  mighty  empires  defolating  the  globe  by  their 
contentions— not  the  fuhtilties  of  logic,  the  myf- 
teries  of  metaphyfies,  the  fublimities  of  poetry, 
or  the  niceties  of  criticifm.— Thefe,  and  fubje&s 
i uch  as  thefe,  properly  occupy  the  leifureof  a  few 
learned;  but  the  bulk  of  human  kind  have  ever 
been,  and  mull;  ever  remain,  ignorant  of  them  all , 
they  mu  if,  of  necellity,  remain  in  the  fame  hate 
with  that  which  a  German  emperor  voluntarily 
put  hipifelf  into,  when,  he  made  a  refolution,  bor¬ 
dering  on  barbarifm,  that  he  would  never  read  a 
printed  book.  We  are  all,  of  every  rank  and 
condition,  equally  concerned  in  knowing — what 
will  become  of  ut>  after  death and;  if  we  are  to 
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live  again,  we  are  interested  in  knowing— whether 
it  be  podible  for  us  to  do  any  thing  whilft  we  live 
here,  which  may  render  that  futuie  life  an  happy 

one. _ Now,  “  that  thing  called  chridianity,”  as 

you  fcoffingly  fpeak— that  lad:  beft  gift  of  Al¬ 
mighty  God,  as  I  efteem  it,  the  gofpel  of  Jefus 
Chrift,  has  given  us  the  mod:  clear  and  Satisfac¬ 
tory  information  on  both  thefe  points.  It  tells  us 
what  deifm  never  could  have  told  us,  that  we 
Shall  certainly  be  raifed  from  the  dead — that, 
whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  foul,  we  fhall  cer¬ 
tainly  live  for  ever — and  that,  whilft  we  live  here, 
it  is  podible  for  us  to  do  much  towards  the  ren¬ 
dering  that  everlafting  life  an  happy  one. — Thefe 
are  tremendous  truths  to  bad  men ;  they  cannot 
be  received  and  reflected  on  with  indifference  by 
the  bed ;  and  they  fugged  to  all  fuch  a  cogent 
motive  to  virtuous  adlion,  as  deifm  could  not  fur— 
ni/h  even  to  Brutus  himfelf. 

Some  men  have  been  warped  to  infidelity  by 
vicioufnefs  of  life  ;  and  fome  may  have  hypocriti¬ 
cally  profeffed  chridianity  from  profpedds  of  tem¬ 
poral  advantage:  but,  being  a  dranger  to  your 
character,  I  neither  impute  the  former  to  you* 
nor  can  admit  the  latter  as  operating  on  myfelf. 
The  generality  of  unbelievers  are  fuch,  from  want 
of  information  on  the  fubjeril  of  religion;  having 
been  engaged  from  their  youth-  in  druggling  for 
worldly  diftin&ion,  or  perplexed  with  the  incef- 
fant  intricacies  of  bufmefs,  or  bewildered  in  the 
purfuits  of  pleafure,  they  have  neither  ability,  in¬ 
clination,  nor  leifure,  to  enter  into  critical  difqui- 
fitions  concerning  the  truth  of  chridianity.  Men 
.  of 
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of  this  defciiption  are  foon  ftartled  by  objections 
which  they  are  not  competent  to  anfwer;  and  the 
loofe  morality  of  the  age  (fo  oppofite  to  chriftian 
perfection!)  co-operating  with  their  want  of 
Scriptural  knowledge,  they  prefently  get  rid  of 
their  nurfery  faith,  and  are  leldom  fedulous  in  the 
acquisition  of  another,  founded,  not  on  authority, 
but  on  fober  investigation.  Prefuming,  however, 
that  many  deilts  are  as  fincere  in  their  belief  as  I 
am  in  mine,  and  knowing  that  fome  are  more 
able,  and  all  as  much  in-terefted  as  my  fe If,  to  make 
a  rational  inquiry  into  the  truth  of  revealed  reli¬ 
gion,  I  feel  no  propenfity  to  judge  uncharitably 
of  any  of  them.  They  do  not  think  as  I  do,  on 
a  fubjeCt  lurpaffing  all  others  in  importance;  but 
they  are  not,  on  that  account,  to  be  fpoken  of  by 
me  with  afperity  of  language,  to  be  thought  of 
by  me  as  perfons  alienated  from  the  mercies  of 
God.  The  gofpcl  has  been  offered  to  their  ac¬ 
ceptance  ;  and,  from  whatever  caufe  they  reject 
it,  1  cannot  but  eileem  their  .Situation  to  be  dan¬ 
gerous.  Under  the  influence  of  that  perfuaflon  1 
have  been  induced  to  write  this  book.  1  do  not 
expect  to  derive  from  it  either  fame  or  profit ;  thefe. 
are  not  improper  incentives  to  honourable  activi¬ 
ty  ;  but  there  is  a  time  of  life  when  they  ceafe  to 
direCt  the  judgment  of  thinking  men.  What  I 
have  written  will  not,  I  fear,  make  any  impref- 
flon  on  you  ;  but  I  indulge  an  hope,  that  it  may 
not  be  without  its  effeCt  on  fome  of  your  readers. 
Infidelity  is  a  rank  weed,  it  threatens  to  overfpread 
the  land  ;  its  root  is  principally  fixed  among  ft  the 
great  and  opulent,  but  you  are  endeavouring  to 
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extend  the  malignity  of  its  poifon  through  all  the 
claffes  of  the  community.  There  is  a  clais  or 
men,  for  whom  T  have  the  greateft  refpect,  and 
v  whom  1  am  anxious  to  preferve  from  the  contami¬ 
nation  of  your  irreligion  the  merchants,  manu¬ 
facturers,  and  tradefmen  of  the  kingdom.  I  con- 
fider  the  influence  of  the  example  of  this  clais  as 
effential  to  the  welfare  of  the  community.  I  know 
that  they  are  in  general  given  to  reading,  anc  e- 
firous  of  information  on  all  fubjedts.  It  this  little 
book  ihould  chance  to  fall  into  their  hands  after 
they  have  read  your’s,  and  they  fhould  think  that 
any  of  your  obje&ions  to  the  authority  of  the 
Bible  have  not  been  fully  anfweied,  I  mtieat  them 
to  attribute  the  omiffion  to  the  brevity  wh>ch  I 
have  lfudied;  to  my  defire  of  avoiding  learned, 
difquifitions ;  to  my  inadvertency ;  to  my  inability , 
to  any  thing  rather  than  to  an  impoffibility  of 
completely  obviating  every  difficulty  you  have 
brought  forward.  I  addrefs  the  fame  requefl  to 
fuch^of  the  youth  of  both  fexes,  as  may  unhap¬ 
pily  have  imbibed,  from  your  writings,  the  poifon- 
of  infidelity,  befeeching  them  to  believe,  that  all 
their  religious  doubts  may  be  removed,  though 
it  may  not  have  been  in  my  power  to  anfwer,  to 
their  fatisfaction,  all  your  objections.  I  pray  God 
that  the  riling  generation  of  this  land  may  be  pre- 
ferved  from  that  “  evil  heart  of  unbelief,”  which 
has  brought  ruin  on  a  neighbouring  nation ;  that 
neither  a  neglected  education,  nor  domeflic  irre¬ 
ligion,  nor  evil  communication,  nor  the  fafhion  of 
a  licentious  world,  may  ever  induce  them  to  forget, 
that  religion  alone  ought  to  be  their  rule  of  life. 


(  I/S  ) 

In  the  concluflon  of  my,-  Apology  for  Ckiripi 
tianlty ,  I  informed  Mr.  Gibbon  or  my  extreme, 
aver  (ion  to  public  controveify.  I  am  now  t  wen- 
ty  yeais  older  than  I  was  then,  and  i  perceive  that 
t!iis  my  averfion  has  increafed  with  my  age.  I 
have,  through  life,  abandoned  my  little  literal y 
productions  to  tneir  fate  .*  fuch  of  them  as  have 
been  attacked,  have  never  received  anv  defence 
from  me;  nor  will  this  receive  any,  if  it  fhould 
meet  with  your  public  notice,  or  with  that  of  any 
other  man.  J 

Sincerely  wifhing  that  you  may  become  a  par- 
taker  of  that  faitii  in  revealed  religion,  which  is 
the  foundation  of  my  happinefs  in  this  world,  and 
of  all  my  hopes  in  another,  I  bid  you  farewell. 

R.  LANDAFF. 

Cal  garth  Park ,  Jan .  20,  1796. 
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